DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 108 880 - SE 019 050
AUTHOR McPartland, Edward J.
TITLE Measuring and Developing Methods of Attitude and

Motivational Change in Implementing the Big Blue
River Basin Water Plan.

JINSTITUTION Doane Coll., Crete, Nebr.
PUB DATE 73 "
NOTE 205p.
EDRS PRICE MP-$0.76 HC~$10.78 PLUS POSTAGE
g DESCRIPTORS *Attitudes; *Communications; *Environment;
T Environmental Criteria; Fnvironmental Education;
- Environmental Influences; *Information Dissemination;

Natural Resources; Research; Science Education;
*Surveys; Water Resources
IDENTIFIERS *Nebraska \\\\

ABSTRACT : \\\
The‘northern portion of the Big Blue River Basin is
located in southeastern Nebraska, ranking asong the best farm land in
the state. Despite its excellent resources for agriculture, the basin
suffers from a number of problems related to water and agriculture,
i such as: (1) precipitation varies during the growing season,
stimulating the demand to irrigate; (2) only 40 percent of the land
has been treated by proper farming methods; and (3) the basin lacks
water recreation areas. This study focuses on these problems. Four
separate study areas within the basin identified. A random sample of
respondents vas drawn from each survey area. This population
responded to a questionnaire of 23 to 24 Likert-type attitude
statements and a page of demographic questions. Following the
surveys, programs to test methods of communication were comamenced in
each of the four survey regions. After the communication projects,
another random sample was drawn from each area to test net attitude
change. A number of conclusions were drawn from this survey,
including: (1) attitudes surveyed tended to be generally favorable
and (2) an average of 35 percent of re-interview respondents per
| __———=s+tatenent changed their attitude between surveys. Appendices are
included. (TK)

ok ke ok ke ok ok o e ok i ok ko ok ok ok o e ok ok ko ke ok ke ok ok ok ok Kk 3K oK oK K ok ok o ok 3k ok 3k K ok ok 3k ok 3k oK K o o ok sk 3k ok ok ok sk ok ok K Kok ok ok K koK K

* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished *
* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to0 obtain the best copy available. nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproducibility are cften encountered and this affects the quality *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy repioductions ERIC makes available *
L L
L L
L L
L L

via the ERIC Document Keproductionr Service (EDES). EDRS is not
responsible for the quality of *he original document. Reproductions

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made froa the original.
2 o 2 e o e 2 3k e ok e 3K 3 ook ok 3 e ke 1 e ok ok ok e ke e 30K 3K 3K ok X kR 3K ok 3K s oK kK 3K K ok K 3k K ok ok 3 3k ok 3k ok ok ok ke ok ok ok ok ok ok K ok




EDlOBS 80

| Veasmmg and Dewlopmg
Meth()(ls of Attn‘u(le (m(l

) | ﬁ’\IotzLatz(mal Chaﬁge m |
'\Im plementmg the Bzg Blue_.

e szr Basm W ater Pl(m

l)()am ( ()”( ge
. :,/’/%, / . (;({(,‘ \(Inux/\u

B LI A

. %, CERET . . . . ! )
. B .
v " . - L. LomT s - ' . ' . . :
P . .ol K . .
- . e ) . () ! B YA
- C = . ¥ . ) - .
- T, B « P T 7o ST - . - Lo . »
B N T . R . . .



MEASURING AND DEVELOPING METHODS OF ATTITUDE AND MOTIVATIONAL
CHANGE IN IMPLEMENTING THE BIG BLUE RIVER BASIN WATER PLAN

by
Edward J. McPartiland

Doane College

1973

g




Acknowledgments

The work upon which this publication is based was supported in part
by funds provided by the United States Department of the Interior as author-
jzed under the Water Resources Research Act of 1964, Public Law 88-379,
as amended. Two smaller_publications resulted from this research and are
actually abridged versions of parts of this report., They are entitled
Attitude Change on Water Resources Issues and Public Attitudes Toward
Water Resources Issues in the Big Blue River Basin,

A project of this magnitude depends on the support of many people.
_Warren Viessman, director of the Nebraska Water Resources Research In-
stitute, offered excellent advice and counsel throughout the project.
Deon Axthelm, Agricultural Extension Water Resource Specialist at the
University of Nebraska, gave me many valuable insights based on his ex-
perience while I was preparing the questionnaire. Anthony Catana, Vice
President for Academic Affairs at Doane College, served as project ad-
visor and greatly facilitated the institution's cooperation with the
research., David Osterhout, Vice President for Financial Affairs at Doane
College, offered valuable advice on the management of the project.

My colleagues at Doane provided valuable services for the project.
Delbert King labored 1ong hours with great ingenuity writing and adapt-
ing computer programs to my special needs. Robert Conner trained the
canvassers and supervised the canvass aspect of the operation. Charles
Hein conducted considerable research of his own to write the series of
newspaper articles. Richard Gartrell organized\and directed the public
meeting programs.

I am particularly indebted to Fran Peterson for typing the many
drafts of the report.. She has a remarkable abiiity to make avder from
the chaos of my written notes. Diana Hendershot provided valuable ser-
vige by recruiting and scheduling interviewers and conducting many in-
terviews. Jean Lesher conducted many interviews, greatly assisted in
the analysis of data, and typed many of the original tables.

Conducting over 2400 interviews was an enormous task and involved
too many people to mention individually. I owe many thanks to all the
students who performed so well under sometimes arduous conditions. I
. ‘am particularly indebted to Debbie Bechtold, Ann Axtell, Medi Stephens,
Joanne Cassiday, Dave Burns, and Larry Towne for the great amount of
interviewing that they performed throughout the project. Karen McPart-
land designed the cover. .




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Acknowledgments

Introduction

Demographic Analysis

Issues

Chlorination

Water Quality and Proper Farming Methods
Pollution Abatement and Costs
Recreation

Special Districts

Irrigation

Flood Sontrol

Attitude Change , '
Net Attitude Change

Gross Attitude Change

Comparison of Net and Gross Change
Conclusions

Appendix I - Questionnaire

Appendix 11 - Demographic Analysis
Appendix III - Issues - Rural-Town
Appencix IV - Issues - Other Variables
Appendix V - News Articles*

Appendix VI - Net Attitude Change
Bibliography




INTRODUCTION

The northern portion of the Big Blue River Basin is located in southeast
Nebraska and contains approximately 2,920,000 acres of land. About 83 percent
of the land is gently rolling loess plain which is generally adaptable to
irrigation and also ranks among the best farm land in the state. The other 17
percent of the land, located in the extreme eastern part of the basin, is com-
posed of loess drift hills with limited irrigation potential. Agriculture dir-
ectly represents about one-third of the employment of the basin, and many small-
town businesses act, in part, as trade and service centers for agriculture.

Much of the basin's economy, then, is agriculturally orientated.

Despite its excellent vesources for agriculture, the basin suffers from
a number of problems related to water and agriculture. Biennially, there is
too much water as the Big Blue River and its tributaries ravage farm land and
small towns, aggravated by debris-clogged and silt-laden river channels. Es-
timated damages to urban property from 1940 to 1965 totaled $3,327,500. It is
further estimated that another $2,000,000 1? damages to both rural and urban
property was sustained during a 1967 flood.' The variability of orecipitation
during the grawing season has stimulated the demand for irrication. As a re-
sult of increased ground water irrigation, water tables have dropped from 10
to 25 feet in portions of the west basin. Should these water tahles become
depleted, some economic difficulties for the western part of the basin might
ensue. Only about 40 percent of the land in the basin has been treated by pro-
per farming methods, such as terracing and contouring. Consequently, the stream
system has been severely polluted with silt. Other sources of pollution are
feed-lots, farm chemicals, irrigation return flows, and municipal wastes. The
basin sorely lacks water recreation areas, and the quality of existing surface
water is relatively poor,

This research was inspired by the absence of much progress with the
aforementioned problems. The research staff desired to ascertain the general
public's attitudes concerning these problems and to determine what action, if
any, the general public would support. .The staff was also interested in find-
ing ways of communicating knowledge about water conservation problems to the
public. Thus, three principal objectives were developed for the research.

1. To determine what demographic factors seem to be most related

to people's attitudes toward water conservation.

2. To discover public attitudes toward various issues concerned with

water conservation.

3. To test and compare methods of communicating knowledge about water

conservation problems.

This research was supported by a grant from the Office of Water Re-
sources Research, United States Department of the Interior.

]Nebraska Soil and Water Conservation Commission Plannina Division,
Comprehensive Report on Land and Water Resources of the Big Blue River Basin,
TincoTn, State og Nebraska, 1968, pp. 54-55. ’




PLAN OF RESEARCH

. After several months of pretesting, a questionnaire for research was
developed consisting of 23 to 24 Likert-type attitude statements and a page
of demographic questions. (See Appendix 1? This questionnaire was then
administered to randomly selected respondents in all surveys conducted for
this project Four separate survey areas were delineated to provide a variety
of inter-basin problems and separate test areas for methods of communication.
Area 1 is located in the northwest corner of Saline County and includes the
rural townships of Lincoln, Monroe, Turkey Creek, a small portion of Friend
township, and the town of Friend, population 1,126. Agriculture predominates
in this area, and our sample indicated that 48 percent of the farmers were
ground water irrigators. Also, the proposed Shestak Reservoir would inundate
some land in Monroe township. Approximately 50 percent of the farmers were
livestock feeders., Area 2 includes all of Seward County except portions of
the far eastern townships which 1ie outside the basin. The city of Seward
has a population of 5,294, The area contains two proposed reservoir sites,
some, flood prone land, and a declining water table due- to irrigation, in the

west central townships. In our sample, 43 percent of the farmers were ground

water irrigators, and about 61 percent were livestock feeders. Area 3 is
comprised of the small town of Henderson, population 901, plus Brown, Hender-
son, portions of Hays and Baker townships in York County. Farmers Valley and
parts of Orville and Beaver townships in Hamilton County. The area has a
problem of severe water table decline. In our sample, about 83 percent of the
farmers were ground water irrigators and 52 percent were 11vestock feeders.
Area 4 contains the city of Beatrice, population 12,389, plus Grant, Holt,
Hanover, Filley,Sherman, Logan, Rockford Midland, Riverside. Sicily, Elm,
Lincoln“and Blakely Townships in Gage County. The area has been subject to
some flooding and has completed many small watershed projects. In our sample
about 15 percent of the farmers were ground water irrigators and 65 percent
were livestock feeders.

A random sample of respondents was drawn from each survey area. The
sample size was designed to insure that 95 samples out of 100 would_not vary
more than 5 percent in either direction from the actual population.¢ When
the initial surveys were completed, programs to test methods of communication
were commenced in each of the four survey regions. In the.Friend area, liter-
ature concerning water conservation was carried to each residence in the sur-
vey area and presented, if possible, directly to the resident. A succession
of public meetings featuring water resources experts was held in the Seward
area. A series of newspaper articles concerning water conservation was pub-
lished in the Hendersor. and Beatrice newspapers. Following the communications
projects, another random sample was drawn for each area, to test net attitude
change; however, one-half of the sample was drawn from people who had been
previously interviewed. This panel technique was utilized to study the
pattern of attitude movement and gross change. The new respondents were used
as a control to check for sensitization effects from the first survey. The
final surveys were completed in the spring of 1972.

2In areas 1 and 3, the regularly computed sample size was more than 10%
of the number of units to be sampled. This allowed a reduction in sample size
with retention of the same confidence limits using the following formula:

nl = O
T+5%



The analysis is presented in three parts which consider salient demo-
graphic relationships to attitudes, public attitudes on water conservation
issues, and the comparative effects of different methods of communication.
Some explanations of methodology and citations of previous research will be
found in each section.
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DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS

Research in the social sciences has often found that differences in
attitudes are closely related to demographic characteristics. Such differ-
ences are also evident in attitudes toward water conservation and develop-
ment. A study in South.Dakota found that ncr-farmers and people with more
education had attitudes more favorable toward a wates resources development
program than farmers and people with less education.® An investigation in
Mississippi measuring attitudes toward watershed development indicated that
favorable attitudes had a tendency to coincide with lower ages, more years
of education, membership in organizations, and a high economic level of
living. Less favorable attitudes were prevalent with older age groups,
fewer years of education.41ack of organizational membership, and a lower
economic level of living.

For this study of attitudes in the Blue River Basin, attitude answers
were scored on a five point scale with five being most favorable, four
favorable, three undecided, two unfavorable, and one most unfavorab]e.5 For
the demographic analysis, attitude scores for each respondent were summed
and ranked from most positive (high) concernigg water conservation, to least
positive (low) concerning water conservation.” Respondents were then divided
1nto7appr0ximate1y four equal groups: high, medium high, medium Tow, and
low.” The four attitude groups and various demographic categories were
then analyzed by a chi-square test to determine if there were any differences
within demographic categories across the range of attitude scores, and
whether such differences occurred by chance.® Percentages on each demo~
graphic variable were also included to show the direction of relationships.
The analysis considered the variables oﬂ direct farming interest, residence,
education, occupation, income, age, relygion. years in the community, property

——

3 John D. Photiadis, Attitudes Toward the Water Resources Development
Program in Central South Dakota, Brookings, 5.D., South Dakota State Univer-
si%y. 1980, pp. 11- .

4 John H. Peterson, Jr. and Peggy J. Ross, Changing Attitudes Toward
%gtershed Development, State College, Miss., Water Resources Pesearch Insti-
tyte, ssissipp% State University, 1971, p. 32.

5
appear in Appendix I.

The attitude statements and the scores assigned for various answers

) 6 sixteen statements were selected by a T-test analysis to form the
attftude scale used for the demographic analysis. These statements are marked
by an asterisk in Appendix I.

|
7 Sometimes the groups were not exactly equal because of tied scores so
that the divisiori was made at the nearest score change. -

8 Statistical significance was considered established where the pro-
bability that the differences occurred by chance was 5 percent or less.




ownership, sex, nationality, political parties, size of family, voter versus
non-voter, membership in organizations, size of farm holdings, livestock
feeding, andgirrigation. The above procedure was followed for each separate
survey area.

After the tabulations by area were completed, the most important

* variables were selected for further analysis. Although it was possible to
combine all survey areas in the demograonic analysis to find more variables
to be statistically significant, such a :ocedure would have included more
variables of marginal importance becaus chi-square significance increases
in proportion to sample size. Thus, a more -onservative use of the test was
employed to include only the most important variables. To qualify for further
analysis a variable had to be statistically significant in three or more
survey areas in the area-wide attifude analysis and in ten or more cases on
the individual statement analysis. This procedure resulted in six key
variables which are presented in Table I.

TABLE I
Key Demographici Variables )

No; of Areas No. of

Significant Significant Cases
Occupation 4 - 42
Residence (Rural-Town) 4 4
Direct Farming Interest 4 36
Education 4 30
Age 3 . 19
Income 3 18

Once the most important variables were identified, survey areas were combined
to facilitate comparison of variables through the construction of three-
var{ab}e tables which require a much“larger number of respondents for a valid
analysis.

The analysis indicated that occupation, residence, and direct interest
in farmming were more closely associated with attitude differences than any
other variables, This was true with both simple rankings as in Table I and
in multivariable tables.. A1l three variables were related to agriculture,
Farming was one of the major occupational groups. Rural was defined as living
in the country outside of incorporated towns and included predominately far-
mers. Town residents included all people living in incorporated towns. Direct
farming interest was slightly more related to econor:ic interest and included
all people who owned, rented, or actually worked farm land. No direct in-
terest included all other people. Results indicated that economic interest

9 an statistically significant tables for each survey area are pre-
sented in Appendix II. Because there were 28 such tables, they were exclud-
ed from the main text. :

10 Demographic variables were compared on 18 statements for the four
survey areas allowing for the possibility of 72 case: of statistical signi-
ficance for each variable.

° 4 :
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in famming, actually living on a farm, or possibly having farmed for many
years greatly influenced attitudes. Generally these attitudes were less
favorably inclined on conservation issues than those of other respondents.
This does not mezn that most farmers were opposed to conservation. On many
statements a majority or at least a plurality of farmers indicated favorable
attitudes. On some issues a majority of farmers indicated that they had un-
favorable attitudes. The statement simply means that as a group, fammer's
attitudes were less favorable on water conservation issues than other groups.
Such results became obvious when these variables were cross-~tabulated with
other variables. -

Table II presents a comparison of residence and education on conserva-
tion attitudes. The percentage columns représent a division of respondents o
12%0 four quartiles on the attitude scale from most favorable to least favor-
able, :
; TABLE I1
A COMPAhISON OF RESIDENCE, EDUCATION, AND ATTITUDE SCORES!!

Attitudes

\ Percentage ‘ /
I . Medium  dedium _
Residence Education Low . Low High High N
0-8 years  38.1 3.2 13.0 125 207 4
9-11 years 24.4 .27.5 28.5 19.3 98 x° = 166.21
Town 12 years 14.0 25.1 30.3 30.3 306 at 12 df

13-14 years 9.8 21,2 27.6 41.0 112 p < .00l
6.1

J 16+ yeers 15.3  27.6 50.7 130 v = .764
’ 853
0-8 years  43.8  36.7 9.1 "10.2 98 2
9-11 years 32.6  36.9 15.2 16.2 46 x = 23.82
Rural 12 years 3.3 30.3 17.8 15.4 168  at 12 df
13-14 years 28.5  25.7 25,7 20.0 5 p<.05
15+ years  15.0 20,0 45,0 20.0 20 v = .441
367
A 1220

xZ = 220,950 at 27 df p < .00

The table shows that people in town had more favorable attitudes than
people in the rural areas. Also, as educational level increased, favorable
attitudes increased. However, more interesting was the fact that the rural
group was more homogeneous than the town group. Education, the fourth-ranked
variable, had less influence in the rural area than in town. This was appar-
ent from the percentages, .chi-square values, and v scores which showed

- .
1 x2 below the table refers to the chi-square value for the whole

table. x2 and v at side refer only to values for that section of the table.




" education on water conservation attitudes.

differences in town by education to be much greater.12 When educational
levels between town and rural areas were compared, the percentages showed a
great difference in attitudes. In town, 50 percent of those people with 15
or more years of formal education were found in highest and most favorabie
attituds quartile. Among people with 15 or more years of education in the
rural areas, only 20 percent were grouped in the highest quartile. These
figures suggest that occupation, residence, and economic interest, probably
have a greater influence than education on conservation attitudes in rural
areas. However, -education seems to have a greater influence on attitudes in
the towns. Table III presents a comparison of direct farming interest and
The results are similar to Table II
except that the direct farming interest category included over 100 people
Tiving in town who own -farm land. These people apparently had attitudes
s1ightly less favorable than the average town dweller but more favorable than
the average rural dweller. When compared to the rural-town categories, the
result of the change was to improve the attitude scores in both the no farm-
ing interest and farming interest categories as compared to the town and
rural categories.

TABLE III
A COMPARISON OF DIRECT FARMING INTEREST, EDUCATION AND ATTITUDE SCORES

Attitudes
Percentage
Medium " Medium
Interest Education LOW Low High High N
0-8 years 37.3 35.4 13.1 13.2 158 -
9-11 years 24.4 24.4 31.3 19.7 86 x“ = 114,20
Non-Farm 12 years 12.1 24.3 30.6 32.7 287 at 12 df
13-14 years 8.2 23.7 27.8 40.2 97 p < .001
15+ years 6.4 14,8 23.1 55.5 108 v = .682
736
0-8 years 42.8 37.4 9.5 10.¢ 147 2
¢-11 years 31.6 40.0 13.3 15.C 60 x° = 56.79
Farm 12 years 36.8 31.0 18.7 13.3 187 at 12 df
13-14 years 26.0 20.0 26.0 28.0 50 p < .001
15+ years 9.5 19.0 47.6 23.8 42 v = .482
486
5 , 1222
Xx© = 249,182 at 27 df p < .001

125ince larger samgle sizes result in higher chi-square scores, Cramer's
V was used to make the x¢ scores comparable. Formula
2

- ’ 2 - L
| ) N X
Min refers to either r-1 or c-1 whichever is smaller, The value of .764 for
the town groun indicates greater significance than .441 in the rural area.
Values can range from 0 to 1.00.

r-1 .
Of (min)

A«

Lo
8




A chi-square comparison of residence and direct farming interest with
occupation was not-possible because the rural-town dichotomy excluded too
many occupations from sub-sections of the table for a valid test. However,
the tables for each area on occupation in Appendix II consistently showed
that people who were faming had less favorable attitudes than other oc-
cupational groups. The retired group showed a very similar configuration
which probably indicates that a sizeable number of that group farmed before
retirement. These two groups accounted for most of the differences from
other occupations in the tables, and there was no statistically significant
difference between these twdo groups. This is further evidence that the less
favorable attitude scores in this stady are related to the cultural and
economic aspects of rural life as opposed to other demographic factors.

An analysis of the relationship between residence and <income found ' //
results consistent with those previously mentioned. These are presented ;
in Table IV. /

Foy TABLE IV

A COMPARISON OF RESIDENCE, INCOME, AND ATTITUDE SCORES

Atti tudes
Percentage
Medium Medium
Residence Income Low Low High High N
$0-5,000 35.2 32.8 17.4 14,3 292
$5,001-10,000 11.0 24,1 28.6 36.1 335 x2 = 79,06
Town $10,001-15,000 , 12.3 15.7 29.4 42.4 146 at 9 df
$15,001 + 14.8 32.9 25.5 26.5 94 p < .001
867 v = .426
$0-5,000 33,7 38,9 155 . 11.6 77
: $5,001-10,000 34.5 29.5 18,3 * 17.6 142 x = 5,63
Rural $10,001-15,000 38.8 25.0 20.8 . 15,2 72 at 9 df
$15,001 + 41.4 31.7 12.1 146 - 41 p < .80
332 v =183
1199

x2 = 165.088 at 21 df p < .001

As expected, attitudes in town were more favorable than attitudes in
the rural area. The pattern for incomes indicated a very significant differ- N
ence in attitudes between income groups in town with middle income groups being
much more favorable. However, the lowest income group in town was much less
favorable and had a response pattern‘very similar to the rural area. Tnese
results are presented in Table IV. When combined with the age variabie,
this suggests the presence of a 1arde number of retired residents who probably
~ farmed for a number of years and hold views similar to peeple in agriculture,

The high income group in town was also less favorable than the middle in-
come groups and probably included people who own farm property. Within the

- -rural area, there was virtually no difference at all between income groups.

"~ This again illustrates the homogeneity of the rural area and suggests that
association with farming has a greater influence on rural attitudes than

L -




income. The comparison of direct farming interest and income in Table V

shows a similar pattern except that tne inclusion of townspeople in the direct
farm inteirest category increased unfavorable attitudes in the Towest income
group and favorable attitudes in the highest group, reducing the homogeneity
of the rural group. It appears that high income people in town who own farm
property nave slightly more favarable attitudes than high income people in

the countryside. However, low income people from town, with a direct farming
interest appear to have the least favorable attitudes, These are probably
older people with a small interest in farm land or farm laborers.

] TABLE V
A COMPARISON OF DIRECT FARMING INTEREST, INCOME, AND ATTITUDE SCORES

Attitudes
Percentage
Medium  Medium
Interest  Income Low Low High High N
$0-5,000 32.4 32.8 17.6 17.2 250 x2 = 89.65
Non-  $5,001-10,000 10.5 21.7 29.7 37.9 303 at 9 df
farm  $10,001-15,000 9.0 18.1 27.2 45.4 121 p < .001
$15,001 + 14.8 32.4 25,6 27.0 74 v = .600
738
$0-5,000 40.4 37.1 15.7 6.6 121 x2 = 19,60
$5,001-10,000 31.0 32.7 18.3 7.8 174 at 9 df
Farm  $10,001-15,000 36.0 19.5 25.7 18.5 97 p < .05
$15,001 + 31.6 33.3 15.0 20.0 Ig% v = .35

i)
x~ = 172.099 at 21 df p < .00}

The @nalysis of residence and age presented in Table VI again confirmed
the idea of rural influence on attitudes. There was some difference in rural
attitudes by age group with the older age groups having the least favorable
attitudes. However, this difference was not statistically significant. In
the town section of the survey, there was & great difference between the old-
est age group and the two younger age groups with the Tatter having much
more favorable attitudes. In fact, the attitude pattern for the oldest town
age group was very similar to patterns in the rural area. This suggests the
possibility that many of the oldest group in town are retired and have had
farming experience which is reflected in their attitudes. During interviews
many people who were retired indicated that they had previously farmed.

When education and income were compared, the striking fact was the
fairly close relationship between the two variables. This information is
presented in Table VII. To some extent educational level and income ‘Tevel
increased together. At the lowest educational level there were very few
people in the highest income category, attitudes were least favorable, and




TABLE VI

A COMPARISON OF RESIDENCE, AGE, AND ATTITUDE SCORE

Attitudes
Percentage
Medium Medium
Residence Age Low Low High High N
20-35 years 13.4 23.8 26.0 36.6 357 v = 420
Town 36-55 years 10.7 24.4  33.1 31.6 196 x2 = 74.53
56 + years 32.8 30.7 18.3 17.9 289 at 6 df
B82% p < .001
20-35 years 30.3 36.1 18.0 15.4 155 v = ,224
Rural 36-55 years 37.7 27.5 21.2  13.3 127 x2 = 9,17
56 + years 44.0 30.9 9.5 15.4 84 at 6 df
366 p < .20
1208
x% = 139.741 at 15 df p < .001
TABLE VII
A COMPARISON OF EDUCATION, INCOME, AND ATTITUDE SCORES
Atti tudes
Percentage
Medium HMedium
Education Income Low Low High High N
$0-5,000 44.5 35.0 11.4 8.9 157 x2 = 6.301
0 - $5,001-10,000 31.4 40.4 12.3 15.7 89 at 6 df
8 $10,001-15,000 38.4 30.7 19.2 11.5 26 p < .50
$15,001 + 30.0 50.0 0.0 20.0 10 v = .258
282 '
$0-5,000 31.6 34.7 18.0 15.5 161 x2 = 37.82
9 - $5,001-10,000 17.1 24.4 29.9 28.4 274 at 9 df
12 $10,001-15,000 24.4 20.0 25.4 29.0 110 p < .001
$15,001 35.2 35.2' 15.4 14.0 71 v = .428
‘ 616 ,
$0-5,000 16.9  30.1  30.1  22.6 53 x2 =116.79
$5,001-10,000 9.6 17.5 25.4  47.3 114 at 9-.df
13 + $10,001-15,000 9.7 13.4 30.4 46.3 82 p <10
$15,001 + 8.6 24.6 34.7 31.8 69 v =°,397
318 /
- 1216 ’
x2 = 202.195 at 33 df p .00

N




there was very little difference in attitude between income levels. Then, as
education increased, favorable attitudes increased. However, with income, a
slightly different pattern emerged. As education increased, it was the middle
two income groups that registered the greatest favorable increases. Perhaps
many people in the highest income group own some farm property which would
tend to result in a less favorable attitude. Also, the lowest income group
undoubtedly contains some retired farmers who also would be inclined to have
less favorable attitudes.

The comparison of educational level and age in Table VIII indicates
that as age increases there is a decline in favorable attitudes, and that
within age categories there is a tendency toward favorable attitudes with
increases in educational level. A disproportionate number of people in the
oldest age category have had eight years of formal education or less. How-
ever, with the increased availability of education, this phenomenon is chang-
ing and should gradually result in more favorable attitudes if present trends
continue. The least favorable group of all was in the 20 to 35 age category
among those people who have had eight years of education or less. However,
this group is a much smaller proportion of the population than it was 40 years

ago. q
TABLE VIII
A COMPARISON OF AGE, EDUCATION, AND ATTITUDE SCORES

Attitudes
Percentage

Medium Medium
Education Low Low High

0-8 years . 46.4 9.8
9-12 years . 29.0 23.6
13 + years . 17 .1 28.2

-8 years
-12 years
3 + years

0
9
1

0-8 years
9-12 years
13 + years

x2 = 172.984 at 24 df p < .001

Table IX presents a comparison of age and income which again suggests.
that a considerable number of the oldest age grolp are in the lowest income
group and are undoubtedly retired. The phenomena, of the two middle income
groups having the most favorable attitudes continued in the two youngest age
categories. .




TABLE IX
A COMPARISON OF AGE, INCOME, AND ATTITUDE SCORES

Atti tudes
Percentage
Medium Medium
Age Income Low Low High High N
$0-5,000 29.3  35.7 21.1 13.7 109 x2 = 32.20
20-  $5,001-10,000 14.0 25.9 24.2  35.7 235 at 9 df
35  $10,001-15,000 17.3 18.2 25.0  39.4 104 p < .001
yrs. $15,001 + 28.2 21.7 23.9 26.0 46 v = .442
398
$0<5, 000 29.4 29.4 32.5 17.7 34 xZ = 6.34
36-  $5,801-10,000 20.0 25.3 29.3  25.3 150 at 9 df
55  $10,001-15,000 18.8 22.3  30.5 28.2 85 p < .80
yrs. $15,001 + 28.8 28.8 23.7 18.6 /59 v = .240
378
$0-5,000 38.5 34.5 13.9 13.0 223 x2 = 64.05
56 + $5,001-10,000 27.0 28.2 20.0 24.7 85 at 9 df
yrs. $10,001-15,000 42.8 10.7 21.4  25.0 28 p < .00
$15,001 "+ 13.0 39.1 17.3  30.4 23 v = .731
359
18]
x2 = 110.108 at 33 df p < .00

It is apparent from this analysis that support for water conservation

is greatest among groups which may be least directly affected by such projects.

This support is located in the towns, especially with people who have had

the most formal education and are under 55 years of age. The least amount of

support comes from people who are directly involved in farming, the oldest

age group, and the least educated group. It is alsc quite probaible that many

retired people spent much of their 1ife farming and share farm attitudes.

Although this fixed response questionnaire did not probe directly the reasons

for attitudes, it appeared from the pattern of responses and comments by

our interviewers that many of the proposals in the questionnaire were seen

as affecting the interests of people who farm. Many of the items deal with

proper methods of farming, regulation of land use, water use, feed lots, and

even taking farm land to build reservoirs for flood control and recreation.

These are items which directly affect people who are farming and promise to

have a greater impact on their 1ives than any other people in the basin. Con-

sequently, it is not surprising that this group is more reluctant to support

many of the proposals. In fact, as the analysis of issues will show, a

majority of rural people did support many proposals, though not as substantially

as other groups. This evidence suggests that proposals for watershed develop-
\\ ment and conservation must be perceived as at least neutral in effect and

certainly not harmful to farming interests if such proposals are to be accepted

"by rural people.
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Perhaps the most encouraging evidence is the positive effect of educa-
tion on attitudes. This is the only factor which pervades the homogeneity
of the rural area and has a discernable impact. Age, income, and other var-
iables seem to make 1ittle difference in rural attitudes. This suggests
that there may be some change in rural attitudes as those who are younger
and more educated become a larger proportion of the farming public. Economic
interest will certainly remain an exceedingly important factor as suggested
by the fact that for comparable educational levels, the rural attitude is
less favorable. However, the future rural population will probably be more
receptive to new proposals than past generations if the conflict with their
economic interest is not too great. In other words, a more educated rural
population will probably be a more public regarding population and less
inclined to consider only economic self-interest. This is assuming that
family farms and rural communities will continue to exist. Should absentee
ownership become predominant in the basin, it is more difficult to predict
what attitudes and practices would become prevalent. ‘ 1




PART II




ISSUES

There has been some public opinion research on water conservation
issues. The previously cited South Dakota study measured public reaction
to proposed water development programs including irrigation, municipal water
use, domestic use, livestock use, recharge of ground water, raising stream
and lake levels, use by industry, stream pollution, recreation, and power.
69.8 percent of the respondents considered the program as good or excellent,
and 79.8 percent thought it would help development in the central part of
the state. However, when asked if the proposal was practical or useful in
relation to cost, only 38.7 percent agreed that it was practical, 34 percent
were undecided, and 27.3 percent thought the proposal to be impractical.
The survey also showed that 88.5 percent were not 1nfonmed about the program,
even when the project would concern them directly.

A study in Mississippi asked landowners to evaluate watershed projects
both before and after completion, Prior to construction, 39.4 percent of the
land owners viewed the projects favorably, 25.1 percent were undecided, and
35.3 perrent viewed them unfavorably. These figures did not include the 19.5
percent of the land owners who said they were not familiar with the-program.
A study in the Wakarusa River Valley of Kansas prior to a campaign against
a large dam project disclosed that 36 percent of the people living downstream
from the proposed dam favored it and 31 percent of those people favored the
alternative of watershed treatment, Of the residents living urstream from
the proposed dam sits. only 15 percent favored the dam and 54 percent favored
watershed treatment.” A survey in Syracuse, N.Y., found that water pollu-
tion had less priority as a problem than education, law enforcement, housing,
and employment. Suburban residents, however, rated water pollution as hav-
ing greater priority than housing and employment, but less priority than edu-
cation and law enforcement. Residents with lower socio-economic status were
less willing to aay for pollution abatement than residents with higher socio-
economic status.” A survey commissioned by the National Wildlife Federation
found that 74 percent of those sugveyed were willing to pay some additional
taxes to improve the environment.

4

H

1 photiadiz, pp. 4, 16.

2 peterson and Ross, p. 13

3 E. Jackson Baur, "Opinion Change in a Public Controversy," Public
Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 26, Summer 1962, p. 220.

4y, George Frederickson and Howard Magnas, "Comparing Attitudes To-
ward Water Pollution in Syracuse," Water Resources Research, Vol. 4, No. 5,
(October, 1968) pp. 877-890. -

5 Gallup Survey, "What America Really Thinks Atout Pollution Cleanup",
National Wildlife, Vol. 10, April 1972, pp. 18-19.
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For purposes of analysis, this s.udy of public attitudes in the Blue
River Basin was divided into seven issues. These issues were chlorination,
water quality and proper farming methods, pollution abatement and tax support
for pollution abatement, recreation, special districts, irrigation, and flood
control. These categories included from one to five statements with some
statements overlapping into several issue categories. The following pages
include an analysis of each of these issues. Most data for the issue analyses
were taken from the first survey to avoid any influence which the communica-
tion projects may have had. Where data from the second survey is utilized,
it is so noted. A complete tabulation of responses by survey area and the
residence variable are presented in Appendix III. Only the most salient as-
pects of an issue are discussed in the text.

CHLORINATION

At the time the Nebraska Soil and Water Conservation Commission com-
pleted their study (1968), almost ng means for disinfecting public water
supplies was utilized in the basin.® In the course of our interviews, res-
pondents were asked to react to the following statement: “Cities should use
chlorination to disinfect their water supply”. A majority in three areas and
a plurality in one area agreed with the statement. Table X indicates-the
results by area and education. The results show that support for chlorina-
tion increases as education increases. Differences between educational
levels were statistically significant in three of the four survey areas.

In the Henderson and Beatrice survey areas, a significant plurality of the
age group over 55 opposed chlorination, wherea§ a majority of the middle
and younger age groups supported chlorination.’/ There was a significant
difference between income groups in the Beatrice survey as support for
chlorination increased with income level. Of course, both age and income
are to some extent reflected in education.

While overall attitudes :were favorable, it should be noted that these
views may not be held with great conviction or interest. A total of 298
respondents or 24.3 percent were undecided. More interesting yet, was the
fact that of the 589 respondents who were re-interviewed, 235 or 39.8 per-
cent had changed their position. However, significant net changa2 occurred
in only the smallest survey area, Friend, possibly as a result of the infor-
mation program. While it is possible that the information program affectpd
the 235 respondents who changed, a more plausibie.explanation for the areas
other than Friend seems to be that some respondents were.randomly giving
responses with little conviction or knowledge. In fact, some respondents
confused chlorination with fluoridation, which was also mentioned in one of
the information programs. Thus, it appears that the public has a weakly held
view which favors chlorination, but which might be easily subject to change.

6 Nebraska Soil and Water Conservation Commission. Big Blue River Basin

Report, p. 85.

7 All significant differences in variables not listed in the text are
presented in Appendix IV.
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TABLE X
CHLORINATION ISSUE BY AREA AND EDUCATION

Percentage
0-8 9-12 13+
Education years years years Tetal
Area 1 - Friend
*Agree 35.1 53.9 64.1 51.9
Undecided 44,4 31.7 26.4 33.4 x2 = 9,593
Disagree 20.3 14.2 9.4 14.5 at 4 df
N= 54 126 53 233 p < .05
Area 2 - Seward
*Agree 52.4 52.0 64.5 55.8
Undecided 21.7 23.9 19.0 21.9 x2 = 5,320
Disagree 25.7 23.9 16.3 22.2 at 4 df
N= 101 167 110 378 p < .30
Area 3 - Henderson
*Agree 40.3 44.8 60.3 47.4
Undecided 19.3 35.3 27.5 29.2 X2 = 17.917
Disagree 40.3 19.8 12.0 23.3 at 4 df
N = 62 116 58 236 p < .01
Area 4 - Gage
*Agree 33.7 55.2 76.3 54.4 2
Undecided 16.8 20.9 11.8 18.1 x© = 39.821
Disagree 49.4 23.8 11.8 27.4 at 4 df
N = 89 210 76 375 p < .001

*denotes response favorable to conservation

WATER QUALITY AND PROPER FARMING METHODS

Since silt is a major cause of pollution in the Big Blue River, proper
farming methods have a crucial relationship to water quality. Residents of
the basin often indicated strong support for proper farming methods without
always perceiving their relationship to water quality. The importance of
terracing and contouring was clearly recognized. People were asked to res-
pond to the statement that "Terracing and contouring on hilly land are needless
agricultural expenditures." Table XI presents the results.




TABLE XI
TERRACING AND CONTOURING BY AREA

Percentages
Area 1 Area 2 Area3 Area 4
Friend Seward Henderson Beatrice
Agree - 10.0 10.1 9.9 6.0
Undecided 8.7 3.7 5.1 7.4
*Disagree 81.1 86.0 84.8 86.4
N = 228 373 231 361

*denotes response favorable to conservation

Apparently years of effort by agricultural authorities have had a beneficial
result. In the Beatrice area, 98.5 percent of the farmers disagreed with the

statement compared with 83.6 percent of the people in town, a significant

difference. That area has relatively rugged terrain and consequently a greater
need for such practices. Reaction to the statement that “Farmers should pre-

¥eg% silt from polluting streams”, brought a similar response as indicated in
able XII.

TABLE XII
PREVENTION OF SILTING BY AREA

Percentages
Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4
Friend Seward Henderson Beatrice
*“Agree 80.2 83.9 86.5 87.5
Undecided 12.2 7.5 8.6 3.3
Disagree * 7.4 8.5 4.7 9.1
N = 228 373 231 361

*denotes response favorable to conservation

People were rather decisive in their responses to these two statements as
evidenced by the low percentages of undecided responses. There was also a
relatively low number of attitude changes by respondents who were re-inter-
viewed, 19.4 percent and 23.7 percent respectively. A few respondents did
inquire as to how farmers might prevent silt from polluting streams.

The other three statements on this issue were more controversial, and
since erosion of land near streams results in much silt pollution of streams,
the question of farming such land was considered. People were requested to
respond to the statement that "Hilly land near streams should not be used for
crops“i Responses were more negative than positive in all four areas as noted
in Table XIII.




TABLE XIII
FARMING EROSIVE LAND BY AREA

Percentages
Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4
Friend Seward Henderson Beatrice
*Agree 36.8 30.5 31.1 ) 31.0
Undecided 21.9 17.4 18.6 19.6
Disagree 41.2 52.0 50.2 49,3
N = 228 373 231 361

*denotes response favorable to conservation.

In spite of the' controversial nature of the statement, there were no
significant differences in demographic groups except in Seward County where
people in the rural areas and people with a direct interest,in farming dis-
agreed with the statement to a greater degree than others. ‘Peop]e with higher
incomes in Seward County were also significantly less undécided than those
with Tower incomes. There are more streams in this survey area than the other
survey areas so perhaps a greater element of seif-interest was present. Our
interviewers reported some respondent confusion on this statement in the sense
that many people could see no respon why hilly land near streams should not be
farmed. There appears to have been little perception of the problems of stream
quality that might arise from faming such lands. This confusion was also sug-
gested by evidence from re-interviews which indicated.that fully 50 percent of
those respondents changed their position without any net change resulting in
any of the four survey areas. This may have been the.result of much random
guessing on this particular statement., However, even with increased awareness

" of the problem, views of many respondents on this issue might not change very
much due to economic interest. Some respondents indicated that they paid
taxes on the land and could not afford to leave it idle. Perhaps a program
of tax reduction incentives would be needed to reduce the use of this type
of land.

Insecticides and herbicides have been utilized by farmers for some years.
Their use has been criticized in recent years for various reasons, including
runoff into water courses. To test public attitudes on this question, people
were requested to respond to the statement that "The use of insecticides and
herbicides should not be limited". A majority of respondents in all survey
areas disagreed with the statement, but there were significant differences
between. several demographic groups. Table XIV indicates significant differ-

—ences by residence in three of four survey areas. The table shows that
townspeople were much more willing to have some type of limitation on the
use of insecticides and herbicides than rural people.. In three of the four
areas, the probability that these differences occurred.by chance was much
in excess of 1/10 of one percent. The variable of direct farming concern
likewise was significant in the same three areas foliowing the same pattern.
In the Seward and Beatrice surveys, there was also a difference by occupation
with farmers showing more reluctance on limitation.




TABLE XIV
LIMIFATION OF INSECTICIDES AND HERBICIDES BY RESIDENCE AND AREA

Percentage
Rura? Town Total
Area 1 - Friend
Agree 28.7 17.2 20.6
Undecided 7.5 12.9 1.4 xZ = 4,462
*Disagree 63.6 69.7 07. at 2 df
N= 66 162 228 p <.10
Area 2 - Seward
Agree 38.8 12.5 19.8
Undecided 13.5 8.8 10.1 xZ = 37,703
- *Disagree 47 .5 78.5 69.9 at 2 df
N= 103 270 373 p < .001
Area 3 - Henderson
Agree 37.5 13.3 24,2 2
Undecided 17.3 11.8 14,2 x€ = 23.079
*Disagree 45,1 74.8 61.4 at 2 df
N= 104 127 231 p < .00l
Area 4 - Beatrice
Agree ) 31.3 7.4 11.9 2
Undecided 13.4 8.1 9.1 x¢ = 33,602
*Disagree 55.2 84.3 78.9 at 2 df
N= 67 294 361 p < .001
LN

*denotes response favorable to conservation.

Thus the residential, economic, and occupational division on this question
seemed rather obvious. In the Seward and Beatrice surveys, support for
Timitation increased with increases in educationai level. Views on this
question seemed more definite as evidenced by the relatively low percentages
of undecided responses.

The final statement concerning farming methods was an attempt to measure
wiilingness to have certain practices required by law. This involved legal
compulsion and was expected to be controversial. People were asked to respond
to the statement that “Conservation practices on farm land should be required
by law". As expected, there was considerable cpposition to this statement
in rural areas. Rurai-town differences were significant in all four survey
areas and are presented in Table XV,
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TABLE XV
REQUIRED CONSERVATION PRACTICES BY AREA

Residence Percentage
. Rural Town Total
Area 1 - Friend
*Agree 25.7 47.5 41.2
Undecided —— 18.1 21.0 20.1
Disagree 56.0 31.5 38.5
N= %6 162 228

Area 2 - Seward

*Agree : 36¢8 55.5 50.4

Undecided 8.7 20.0 16.8
Disagree 54.3 24.4 32.7 .
N= 103 270 373

Area 3 - Henderson

*Agree ) 24.0 51.9 39.3
Undecided 16.3 21.2 19.0
Disagree 55.6 26.7 41.5

N= 104 127 231

"Area 4 - Beatrice

*Agree 29.8 544 49.8

Undecided S 1.9 12.5 12.4 x2 = 15.834
Disagree : 58.2 32.9 37.6 at 2 df
N = 67 294 361 p < .001

*denotes response favorable to conservation

Differences by direct farming interest also occurred in all four areas
following the same pattern as did differences by occupation in all four areas
with farmers opposed to the requirements by law. People who rented property
were slightly more favorable toward the legal requirement than property owners
in the Seward and Beatrice surveys. ' In the Beatrice survey, people in the
highest education category, 13 or more years, were also more willing to re-
gulate by law. A total of 41.3 percent of those people re-interviewed changed
their position between surveys with the only net change occurring in the rural
Beatrice area. There was no difference in the changes between the rura: and
town areas. This seemed to reflect either great indecision on the part of
many respondents or a rather low level of interest and understanding. This
statement again showed that differences in attitudes were primarily related
to interest in farming.

In sumary, there was great support for terracing, contouring, and
prevention of silt from reaching streams. However, there was considerable

/.
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opposition to the idea that hiliy 'and near streams should not be farmed.
Tﬁis opposition was very general through almost all demographic groups who
seemed to be unaware of the problems associated with such famming practices.
People engaged in farming were less willing to limit the use of insecticides
and pesticides and were opposed to requiring conservation practices by law
on farm land. The rural-town difference appeared very frequently in this
study and was not surprising in view of the economic interests involved. It
should be noted that the greatest opposition concerned statements which men-
tioned the use of farm land and implied or required changes in present land
use practices. Given the traditions of individualism and dislike of govern-
mental regulation in many rural areas, such a reaction was not surprising.
It probably means™ that progress in the improvement of water quality which
happens to be related to farming methods will be a slow and gradual process.

POLLUTION ABATEMENT AND COSTS
/

In recent years, preserving and improving the environment has become
a popular issue with 85 percent of the population expressing concern.® To
a degree this concern was shared by basin residents as already evidenced by
responses to statements concerning use of insecticides and herbicides, and
the silting of streams. It was also evident in responses to statements more
overtly related to water pollution. Respondents in the basin overwheimingly
agreed with the statement that "All towns and industries should be prohibited
from polluting streams." Table XV1 presents the results. There was more
agreement on this statement than' on any other item in the 3urvey. However,
the statement appeared to be a low risk item for many respondents, some of
whom commented to the effect that "We don't have any of that stuff around
here". However, according to a recent study, there was rollution from
municipalities and agricultural sources in the basin.

TABLE XVI
PROHIBIT POLLUTION BY TOWNS AND INDUSTRIES

Percentages
Area’ 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4
Friend Seward Henderson Beatrice
“Agree 92.1 95.4 92.6 95.0
Undecided 4.8 3.2 4.7 2.7
Disagree 3.0 1.3 2.5 2.2
N = 228 373 231 361

*denotes response favorable to conservation.

8 Gallup Survey, pp. 18-19.
9 Big Blue River Basin Report, pp. 58-60, 88-90.
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Perhaps more indicative of attitudes concerning pollution was response
to the statement that "There has been too much concern over water pollutiont
This statement divided a number of demographic groups, including the age
category which is presented in Table XVII. Approximately 70 percent of all
respondents disagreed with the statement, but the figure was about 20 percent
lower for the oldest age group, and this difference was significant for all
four survey areas. The results seemed to indicate some reluctance to consider
the changing needs of society, although even a majority of the oldest group
also disagreed with the statement., Since differences were also related to
direct farming interest and education, these results may mean that a dispro-
portionate number of older people have engaged in farming and have had fewer
years of education,

TABLE XVII
CONCERN OVER WATER POLLUTION BY AGE

Percentaga
20-35 36-55 56+
Age years years years Total
Area 1 - friend
Agree 15.1 16.9 32.5 22.0 2
Undecided 5.8 10,1 15.1 10.3  x° = 15.344
*Disagree 79.0 72.8 52.3 67.5 at 4 df
N = 86 59 &6 231 p < .0l a
Area 2 - Seward ‘
Agree 12.8 13,0 24.1 15.5 2
Undecided 6.4 4.7 16.0 8.2 x== 18,001
*Disagree 80.7 82.1 59.7 76.2 at 4 df
N = 203 84 87 374 p < .01
Area 3 - Henderson
Agree 11.3 11.2 35.5 19.1 2
Undecided 6.8 9.8 13.1 9,7 x° = 23,621
*Disagree 81.8 78.8 51.3 71.0 at 4 df
N = 88 A 76 235 p < .0Q1
Area 4 - Beatrice )
Agree 15.9 10.9 35.2 20.9 2
Undecided 3.0 6.3 7.2 5.4 x° = 27.865
*Disagree 81.0 82.7 57.6 73.5 at 4 df
= 132 110 125 367 p < .001

*denotes response favorable to conservation
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As mentioned, respondents also differed on the basis of direct farming
interest in three of the four survey areas. Table XVIII presents the re-
sults. The table indicates that people with a direct interest in farming
were more inclined to believe that there has been too much concern over water
pollution. Therc was also more of a tendency for people with lower levels
of education to feel that there has been too much concern. Table XIX pre-
sents the results. (Undecided responses were dropped from the Beatrice sec-
tion of Table XIX because expected frequencies for that row were too low.)
When the undecided category was dropped for occupation, there was a signifi-
cant difference in all four sections with farm and retired groups responding
less favorably than other groups. In the Friend and Beatrice surveys, the
town group was more favorable than the rural group, and in the Seward area,
the Towest income group was iess favorable than the other three income groups.
The evidence, then, indicated that a disproportionate number of .people over
55, people with 1less education, and people connected with farming, believed
that there has been too much concern over water pollution,

TABLE XVIII
CONCERN OVER WATER POLLUTION BY FARMING INTEREST

Percentage

Farming Direct No
Interest Interest Interest Total
Area 1 - Friend
Agree 31.17 18,1 21.8 )
Undecided 13.2 7.8 10.3 - Xc = 13.421
*Disagree 55.6 77.9 67.8 at 4 df
. N = 106 127 233 p < .01
Area 2 - Seward
Agree 19.2 13.0 15.3
Undecided 13.5 5.0 8.2 x2 = 12,593
*Disagree 67.1 81.9 76.4 at 4 df
N = 140 238 378 p < .01
Area 3 - Henderson
Agree 19.0 19.1 19.0 2
Undecided 11.9 6.3 9.7 xc = 2,049
*Disagree 69.0 74.4 711 at 4 df
N = 142 94 236 p < .50
Area 4 - Beatrice
Agree 32.6 16.2 20.5 2
Undecided 8.1 4.3 5.3 X< = 15,482
*Disagree 59.1 79.4 74 .1 at 4 df
N = 98 277 375 p < .001
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TABLE XIX

CONCERN OVER WATER POLLUTION-BY EDUCATION

Percentage
0-8 9-12 13 +
Education years years years Total
Area 1 - Friend ‘
Agree 35.1 19.8 13.2 21.8 2
Undecided 12.9 11.9 3.7 10.3  x“ = 13.145
*Disagree 51.8 68.2 83.0 67.8 at 4 df
N= 54 126 53 233 p < .001
Area 2 - Seward
Agree 28.7 12.5 7.2 15.3
Undecided 18.8 5.3 2.7 8.2 x2 = 47,680
*Disagree 52.4 82.0 90.0 76.4 at 4 df
N = 101 167 110 378 p < .001
Area 3 - Henderson
Agree 32.2 19.8 3.4 19.0 2
Undecided 8.0 9.4 12.0 9.7 x¢ =16.220
*Disagree 59.6 70.6 84.4 1.1 at 4 df
N = 62 116 58 236 p < .01
Area 4 - Beatrice
Agree 34,6 20.8 10.5 21.6 x% =13.31
*Disagree 65.3 79.1 89.4 78.3 at 2 df
N = 78 201 76 355 p < .01

. *denotes attitude favorable to conservation

Given the agricultural nature of the basin, feedlots are a rather
common source of pollution to streams. To measure willingness to regulate
this source of pollution, respondents were asked to react to the statement
that "A1l feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams."

As expected, there was some difference of regional and economic interests.

In all four survey areas, rural residents were less willing to prohibit feed-
lot pollution than town residents. However, even a majority of rural resi-
dents in three areas and a plurality in another area agreed with the state-
ment. Table XX presents the results. Twb-thirds of the rural residents in
the Beatrice sample were feeding livestock, and they reacted more unfavorably
to the idea of prohibition than rural residents of the other three areas.
However, our survey samples found almost as large a proportion of feedlots

in the Seward County survey area. Those who had direct farming interest

were significantly less willing to prohibit feedlot pollution than those with
no direct farming interest in all areas except Friend. In the Seward and




Beatrice areas, farmers and retired people were less willing to prevent
feedlot pollution than other groups. Among farmers, there was virtually

no difference in attitude between livestock feeders and non-livestock feeders
except in the Seward survey where non-feeders were more willing to prohibit
feedlot pollution. Finally, those people with a higher level of education
were more willing to prohibit feedlot pollution than people with a lower
level of education in all areas except Henderson. '

TABLE XX
PROHIBIT FEEDLOT POLLUTION BY RESIDENCE

Percentage
Rural Town Total

Area 1 - friend
*Agree 72.7 87.6 83.3
Undeci ded 12.1 3.0 5.7 x2 = 9,452
Disagree 15.1 9.2 10.9 at 2 df

N = 66 162 228 p < .01
Area 2 - Seward
*Agree 68.9 86.6 81.7
Undecided 9.7 5.5 6.7 xZ = 16.716
Disagree 21.3 7.7 11.5 at 2 df

N = 103 270 373 p < .001
Area 3 - Henderson
*Agrea 68.2 85.0 77.4
Undecided 9.6 7.8 8.6 x2 = 11,597
Disagree 22,1 7.0 13.8 at 2 df

N = 101 127 231 p < .01
frea 4 - Beatrice
*Agree 49,2 87.0 80.0 2
Undecided 10.4 4.4 5.5 x¢ = 51.620
Disagree 40,2 8.5 14.4 at 2 df

N = 67 294 361 p < .001

*denotes response favorable to conservation

After answering the statement about feedlot pollution, respondents
were read an alternate statement which noted that "Only the large feediot
operators should be prohibited from polluting streams". This second state-
ment was clearly more palatablc to people 1living in the rural areas. Per-
haps many rural residents believed that they would not q@alify as a large
feedlot operator and consequently would not be subject to regulation,

Table XXI presents the results. There was also a significant difference
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between occupation groups in all four areas with farmers agreeing to the
statement more than other groups. In the Henderson and Beatrice areas,
people with direct farming interest had a much greater tendency to favor
limiting feedlot regulation to the large operators. There was no difference
between feeders and non-feeders except in the Henderson area where feeders
were in greater agreement with the statement. In all survey areas except
Henderson, there was a significant willingness to limit only large feedlots
as the level of education dec¢lined.

TABLE XXI
TO PROHIBIT ONLY LARGE FEEDLOT POLLUTION BY RESIDENCE

Percentage
Residence Rural Town Total
Area 1 - Friend
Agree 45.4 9.1 26.7 2
Undecided 9.0 4.9 6.1 xc = 19,946
*Disagree 45.4 75.9 67.1 at 2 df
N = 66 162 228 p < .001
Area 2 - Seward
Agree 38.8 24.8 28.6 2
Undecided 7.7 4.8 5.6 x- = 9,632
*Disagree 53.3 70.3 65.6 at 2 df
N = 103 270 373 p < .01
Area 3 - Henderson
Agree 54.8 14.9 32.9 2
‘Undecided 6.7 7.0 6.9 xc = 42,423
*Disagree 38.4 77.9 60.1 at 2 df
N = 104 o127 231 p < .001
Area 4 - Beatrice
Agree 53.7 17.6 24.3 2
Undecided 4.4 4.7 4.7 xc = 38.930
*Disagree 4.7 77.5 70.9 at 2 df
= 67 294 361 p < .00]

*denotes responsz favorable to conservation

If improvement in surface water quality is to be accomplished, it may
depend in part on the willingness of the general public to support, or at least
not oppose pollution abatement measures. The cost of such activity may well
be higher taxes, higher consumer pri-es or both. In fact, a measure of the
public's commitment to pollution abatement may be their willingness to pay
the price. - A previously cited survey indicated that 74 percent of the public
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was willing to pay some additional taxes to improve the environment.9 In the
Blue River Basin survey, respondents were asked to react to the statement that
“I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers".:
Since Nebraskan's antipathy for taxes is well-known, this investigator was
surprised by the results which indicated that a majority in each survey area
showed support for clean rivers by disagreeing with the statement, although
support was not as high as in the national survey just cited. This state-
ment also elicited more differences by demographic variables than any other
statement. Level of education showed significant differences in all four
areas with support for clean rivers increasing by educational level. Table
XXI1 notes the results. People 1iving in town were significantly more will-
ing to support clean rivers than rural people in three of the four survey
areas, as indicated in Table XXIII. In the Friend and Seward areas, people
without direct farming interest were more willing to support clean rivers
than people with a direct farming interest.

TABLE XXII '
LOW TAXES AND PRICES VS. CLEAN RIVERS BY EDUCATION

Percentage
B 0-8 9-12 13 +
Education years years years Total
Area 1 - Friend
Agree 38.8 19.8 5.6 21.0 2
Undecided 20.3 28.5 11.3 22.7 x© = 28.835
*Disagree 40.7 51.5 83.0 56.2 at 4 df
N = 54 -7 126 53 233 p < .001
Area 2 - Seward <l
Agree 26.7 - 14.9 8.1 6.1+ )
Undecided 30.6 19.1 13.6 20.6 x“ = 30.108
*Disagree 42.5 65.8 78.1 63.2 at 4 df
N = 101 167 110 378 p < .001
Area 3 - Henderson
Agree 40.3 22.4 6.8 23.3 2
Undecided 19.3 21.5 17.2 19.9 x€ = 21.506
*Disagree 40.3 56.0 75.8 56.7 at 4 df
N = 62 116 58 236 p < .001
Area 4 - Beatrice
Agree 29.2 15.7 13.1 18.4 9
Undecided 20.2 14.7 17.1 16.5 x“ = 12.535
*Disagree 50.5 69.5 69.7 65.0 at 4 df
N = 89 210 76 375 p < .02

*denotes response favorable to conservation

ot

9
Gallup Survey, pp. 18-19.
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TABLE XXIII
LOW TAXES AND PRICES VS. CLEAN RIVERS BY RESIDENCE

Percentage
Residence Rural Town Total
Area 1 - Friend
Agree 24,2 . 20.3 21.4 2
Undecided 33.3 18.5 22.8 xc =7.779
*Disagree 42 .4 61.1 55.7 at 2 df
N = 66 162 228 p < .05
Area 2 - Seward
Agree 25.2 12.9 16.3 2
Undecided 27.1 17.7 20.3 xc = 15,654
*Disagree 47.5 69.2 63.2 at 2 df
N= 103 270 373 p < .001
Area 3 - Henderson
Agree 25.9 22.0 . 23.8
Undecided 25.9 14.9 19.9 x2 = 6.103
*Disagree 48.0 62.9 56.2 at 2 df
N = 104 127 231 p < .05
Area 4 - Beatrice i
Agree 23.8 ~16.3 17.7 )
Undecided 19.4 16.6 17.1 x- = 2,881
*Disagree 56.7 67.0 65.0 at 2 df
N = 67 294 361 p < .30

*denotes attitude favorable to conservation

Age and income also showed significant differences in three of four
areas. The oldest age group was least willing to make economic sacrifices
for clean rivers, possibly because many are retired, have lower incomes, and
believe that they cannot afford such sacrifices. Similarly, it was the
Towest income group that was least willing to make economic sacrifices to
assure clean rivers. Tables XXIV and XXV present the analysis by age and
income. In three of four areas, farmers and retired people had a greater
tendency to agree with the statement,

Reluctance, then, to bear the cost of having clean rivers is associated
with Tower education, rural residence, farming, lower income, older age, and
retired status. Several of these categories overlap and obviously include
many of the same people. Perhaps the nature of the problem would require
farmers to bear a large portion of the cost burden by changes in their methods
of operation, and retired people usually have a rather limited income. Still,




a majority in every area supported clean rivers, and often a majority or at
least a plurality of the least favorable groups supported clean rivers, Cer-
tainly these are encouraging results for those who wish to enhance the quality
of the environment. In the judgement of this investigator, however, such
figures do not indicate a major commitment to clean rivers, Our interviewers
repeatedly reported the reluctance which many people evidenced as they dis-
agreed with the statement, Some ambivalence was also indicated by the fact
that 39.0 percent of those respondents who were re-interviewed changed their
position between surveys, with net change occurring only in the rural Seward
area. Many of our interviewers received the impression that Ptespondents did
not believe that the cost in terms of prices and taxes would be very high.

A definite preference for cleaner rivers was indicated, probably, if the cost
of achieving that goal is not very great,-

\ TABLE XXIV
LOW PRICES AND TAXES VS. CLEAN RIVERS BY AGE

Percentages
20-35 36-55 56 +
Age years years years Total
Area 1 - Friend
Agree 9.3 11.8 38.3, 20.7 2
Undecided 23.2 30.5 17.4 22,9 x© = 27.285
*Disagree 67.4 57.6 44 .1 56,2 at 4 df
= 86 59 86 231 p < .001
Area 2 - Seward '
Agree i12.8 16.6 22.9 16.0 |
Undecided 19.2 17.8 26.4 20.5 x2 = 8,884 |
*Disagree 67.9 65.4 50.5 63.3 at 4 df
= N= 203 84 ' 87 374 p < .10
Area 3 - Henderson %
) |
Agree 18.1 14,0 36.8 22.9 2 ) |
Undecided 22.7 21.1 15.7 20,0 x° =12.787
*Disagree 59.0 64.7 47.3 57.0 at 4 df
N= 88 A\ 76 235 p < .02
Area 4 - Beatrice
Agree 12,8 15.4 27.2 18.5
Undecided 15.1 16.3 19.2 16.8 x2 =
*Disagree 71.9 68.1 53.6 64.5 at 4 df
N= 132 110 125 367 p < .02

*denotes attitude favorable to conservation




TABLE XXV
LOW PRICES AND TAXES VS. CLEAN RIVERS BY INCOME

Percentage

$0 - $5.0p] $10,001
Income 5,000 10.Q00 15,000 $15,001 Total
Area 1 - Friend
Agree 31.5 15.7 10.3 12.5 21.3
Undecided 16.8 33.7 10.3 18.7 22.7 xZ = 20.517
*Disagree 51.5 50.5 79.3 68.7 55.8 at 6 df
Ns= 95 89 29 16 229 p < .01
Area 2 - Seward .
Agree 27.4 13.9 12.8 6.6 16.9 2
Undecided 22.5 17.8 18.5 13.3 18.9 x- = 16.255
*Disagree ' 50.0 68.2 68.5 80.0 64.0 at 6 df
N= 102 151 70 30 353 p < .02
Area 3 - Henderson
Agree 35.0 24.7 17.3 14.7 - 24.4 2
Undecided 20.0 15.2 23.9 14.7 18.2 x¢ = 9,298
*Disagree 45.0 60.0 58.6 70.5 57.3 at 6 df
N = 60 85 46 34 225 p < .20
Area 4 - Beatrice
Agree 29.4 17.1 9.5 0.0 18.3 2
Undecided 18.7 12.5 19.1 18.1 16.1 x- = 21,958
*Disagree 51.7 70.3 71.2 81.8 64.4 at 6 df
N = 112 152 73 22 359 p < .01

*denotes response favorable to conservation

In summary, it is evident that prevention of stream pollution is current-
1y a popular idea. This is particularly true where economic risk is low, or
when it is perceived that there is no pollution in the local area. Pollution
that is directly linked to agriculture is a more sensitive matter and pre-
dictably receives more opposition from people connected with agriculture.

It raises the question of the cost and effects of such measures on local
farming operations. Many farmers in Nebraska have been particularly dis-
pleased with the burden of local property taxes on their farming operations

and seem very sensitive to that type of cost. For many retired people or

those with low incomes, any increased cost may be perceived as too much.

Still it is encouraging to note that at Teast a plurality of these groups

also expresses a preference for clean rivers.




RECREATION

The study of the Big Blue River Basin noted that there was no suitable
supply of water for boating, water skiing, and swimming and estimated that
6,300 surface acres of water would be needed by 1980. The study also found
only 17 acres Sevoted to camping and picnicking with an estimated 1980 need
of 514 acres.! Thus, it would appear that the water recreation needs of the
basin are indeed great. To probe attitudes on this subject, respondents were
asked to respond to the statement that "We need more lakes agd parks for
recreation". The public was generally divided with only two areas showing
an absolute majority in favor of more lakes and parks. The factor which
most divided pecple was direct farming interest, and that is presented in

- Table XXVI. This table indicates-that people with no direct interest in farm-

ing were more likely to favor having more lakes and parks than people with
direct farming interest in three of four areas. In the Henderson and Beatrice
areas, people living in town supported more lakes and parks while people in

the rural areas opnosed them. Retired people and farmers were less favorable
in the Beatrice survey. This statement was much more of an issue in the
Beatrice area where four variables showed significant differences. People

who own property, have an eighth grade education or less, earn less than $5,000
and are over 55 years old were much less favorabiy inclined toward more lakes
and parks than other groups in the Beatrice area.

Some states have developed recreation in conjunction with small water-
shed projects. To measure this idea, people were read the statement that
"Parks shouid not be included in small watershed projects". For many farmers,
this evidently raised the problem of taking away more farm land. Rural people
in three of the four areas disliked the idea of parks in small watershed pro«
jects. Table XXVII presents the results. Seward County appeared to be an
exception to the rural trend, although results in the second survey had more
of a tendency to cciform to the expected pattern on this statement in rural
Seward County. In the Henderson and Beatrice surveys, farmers and those
people with a direct interest in fasiing were much more opposed to the idea
of parks in small watershed projects than other groups. People in the lowest
income group were less favorable to the idea than other income groups in the
Friend and Seward areas. People over 55 years of age were opposed to the
jdea in the Seward and Beatrice surveys. Finaliy, individuals with 13 or
more years of formal education, viewed parks in watershed projects much more
favorably than other groups in the Seward area. The fact that 53.5 percent
of re-interviewed respondents changed their position on this statement with
the only net change occuring in the rural Seward area, suggests that people
were not very familiar with the idea and probably do not hold very decided
views on the subject.

Factors related to farming such as rural residence, direct farming
interest, or farming as an occupation, divided the population on this issue
more than other variables. Perhaps this is not surprising because the issue
again concerns the use of rural farm land. Our interviewers reported that
some farmers objected to the loss of good farm land to water projects and
others disliked the idea of a great influx of people into their area for

10 Big Blue River Basin Report, p. 62.
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recreational purposes. Perhaps more important was the general lack of firm
support for more water-based recreation in all segments of the population.
Small majorities or pluralities can hardly be considered strong support.
Several reasons for this lack of support seem plausible, but would be best
explored with an open-ended questionnaire. Some people responded that we had
enough parks already. Perhaps 1iving in a rather sparsely populated part of
the country has reduced the need of its residents for parks and open spaces.
Others may feel that the benefits are not worth the expenditure. Possibly,
the work ethic is s*i11 very strong in this part of the United States and
reflects a negative attitude toward recreation. Finally, there was consider-
able opposition to large reservoirs in several areas of the basin, a situation
which may have had some effect on responses to this issue.

TABLE XXVI
MORE LAKES AND PARKS BY' DIRECT FARMING INTEREST

Percentages
Farming Direct No
Interest Interest Interest Total
Area 1 - Friend
*Agree ' 50.0 52.7 51.5 ) ]
Undecided 12.2 15.7 14.1 xc = 1,235
Disagree 37.7 31.4 34.3 at 2 df
N = : 106 127 233 p<.70
Area ¢z - Seward
*Agree 43.5 49,1 47.C 2
Undecided 10.0 18,0 15.0 x° = 8,733
Disagree 4c .4 32.7 37.8 at 2 df
- N= 140 238 378 p < .02
Area 3 - Henderson
*Agree 33.0 38.5 43.2 2
Undecided 17.6 15.9 16.9 x© = 16,560
Disagree 49,2 25.5 39.8 at 2 df
N = 142 04 236 p < .1
Area 4 - Beatrice
*Agree 41.3 64.2 - 58.4 5
Undecided 11.2 12.6 12,2 - xc = 20,368
Disaqree 46.9 23.1 29.3 at 2 df -
N-= 98 277 375 p < .001

|
*denotes response favorabie to conservation }




TABLE XXVII
KEEP PARKS OUT OF SMALL NATERSHEd PROJECTS BY RESIDENCE

Percentage
Pesidence Rural Town Total
Area 1 - Friend
Agree 33.3 29.6 32.4 2
Undecided 27.2 - 28.3 28.0 xc = 2.285
*Disagree 33.3 41.9 39.4 at 2 df .
N = \66 ‘ 162 228 p < .50
Area 2 - Seward
Agree 33.9 28.1 29.7 )
Undecided 13.5 27.7 23.8 X = 28,261
*Disagree 52.4 44.0 46.3 at 2 df
N = 103 270 373 p < .02
Area 3 - Henderson
Agree 86,7 22.8 38.0 _ \
Undecided 23.0 37.7 31.1 x© = 28.060 !
*Disagree 20.1 39.3 30.7 at 2 df
= 104 127 231 p < .001
Area 4 - Beatrice
Agree 53.7 32.3 36.2 .
Undecided 13.4 20.7 1¢.3 x© = 10,852
*Disagree 32.8 . 46.9 44.3 at 2 df
N = 67 294 361 p < .01

*denotes response favorable to conservation

SPECIAL DISTRICTS

During the 1972 session, the Nebraska Legislature completed final
action on a bil1l creating Natural Resource Districts which would ultimately
supercede and encompass existing Soil and Water Conservation Districts. The
existing districts were usually organized on a county basis whereas the rew
districts were designed to include all or a substantial portion of a watershed
area on the assumption that such 2 jurisdiction would facilitate watershed
development and conservation by coinciding with natural boundaries and problem
areas. To test public opinion on this issue, respondents were asked: "Have
you heard anything about the newly proposed Natural Resource Districts?"”
Table XXVIII indicates that a large majority of the public had never heard of
the Natural Resource Districts. Respondents who replied affirmatively were
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then asked to react to the statement that "The newly proposed Natural Resource
Districts would be better than the present Soil and Water Conservation Dis-

tricts".

undecided as shown in Table XXIX.
districts, the issue was also phrased conceptually by asking res-
eact to the statement that "Organizations for conserving soil

The results were

the propos
pondents t
and water should be smaller than a whole watershed area."

0f those respondents who had previously answered "yes", many were
Since very few people were familiar with

not very meaningful in the towns because about half the respondents were

undecided.

In the rural areas, people were more familiar with these concepts

and generally preferred the smaller districts except in the Beatrice area

where farmers have had much experience with small watershed projects.

Statis-

tical significance by residence is really due to the much greater number of

undecided responses in the town: areas.

Table XXX presents the results by

residence,
TABLE XXVIII
KNOWLEDGE OF NATURAL RESOURCE DISTRICTS
Rural % Town % Total
Area 1 - Friend ;
Yes 17.1 21.6 0.2 x& = 610
No 82.8 78.3 79.7 at 1 df
N 70 157 227 p < .50
Area 2 - Seward
Yes 23.4 13.5 16.4 x2 = §.574
No 76.5 86.4 83.5 at 1 df
N 111 266 377 p < .02
Area 3 - Henderson
Yes 19.6 8.8 14.0 x2 = 5,900
No 80.3 91.2 85.9 at 1 df
N 117 125 242 p < ,02
Area 4 - Beatrice _ - \
Yes ~15.4 11.0 12.0 x2 = 120
No 84.5 88.9 87.9 at 1 df
N 84 281 365 p < .80

Analysis by direct farming interest and occupation showed very similar

results as people connected with farming indicated a preference for smaller

districts except in the Beatrice survey and were less undecided,

In the

Seward and Henderson surveys, people in the upper income groups were less

undecided and had a greater tendency to favor small districts.

However, in

the Beatrice area, the top three income groups favored the larger districts.
In the Friend area, there was & tondency to favor larger districts and be

less undecided as educational level increased.
over age 35 favored the smaller districts.
evenly divided and more undecided.

In the Seward area, people
People under age 35 were more

+

>
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TABLE XXIX
COMPARISON OF NATURAL RESOURCE DISTRICTS WITH bRESENT DISTRICTS

Rural % Town‘% Total
Area 1 - Friend

Agree

Undecided

Disagree
N =

Area 2 - Seward

Agree

Undecided

Disagree
N =

Area 3 - Henderson

Agree

Undecided

Disagree
N =

Area 4 - Beatrice

Agree 46.1 . 31.8
Undecided 23.0 . 45.4
Disagree 30.7 . 22.7

N = 13 44

Attitudes concerning this issue seem quite fluid as indicated by the
large number of undecided responses and by the fact that 49.7 percent of those
respondents who were re-interviewed changed their position between surveys
while a net change occurred only in the rural Henderson Area. Essentially,
the new law creating the Natural Resources Districts was successfully enacted
through the active support of an interested and informed elite. It certainly
did not arise as a demand from public opinion, and few people at the time of
the survey seemed aware of its existence. However, as the districts become
an established part of the institutional structure of water conservation,
public awareness and acceptance will probably increase. The new districts
do not appear to impinge greatly on any economic interests and thus should
arouse minimal opposition.

IRRIGATIGN

Irrigation has brought the benefits of stable crop production and
greater yields to the farmers of the Biq Blue River Basin. However, this
irrigation has resulted in severe water *table declines in the western part
of the basin. The declines raise the possibility of :much greater pumping




expense. Should irrigation become impossible, lower yields, great production
variability, and loss of investment in irrigation equipment would occur.
Given the dismal economic implications of a future water shortage, residents

of the basin were presented with a series of statements concerning the problem.

TABLE XXX
LARGE VS. SMALL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS BY RESIDENCE

Percentages

Residence Rurat Town Total
Area 1 - Friend
Agree 46.9 26.5 32.4 2
Undecided 31.8 53.0 46.9 x¢ = 10.564
*Disagree 21.2 20.3 20.6 at 2 df

N = 66 162 228 p < .01
Area 2 - Seward
Agree 51.4 30.3 36.1
Undeci ded 26.2 48,1 42.0 x2 = 17.706
*Disagree 22.3 21.4 21.7 at 2 df

N = 103 270 373 p < .00l
Area 3 - Henderson
Agree 43,2 23.6 32.4 2
Undecided 26.9 64.5 47.6 x“ = 33.11
*Disagree 29.8 11.8 19.9 at 2 df

N = 104 127 231 p < .001
Area 4 - Beatrice
Agree 34.3 26.1 27.7 2
Undecided 23.8 49,3 44.5 xc = 15.118
*Disagree 41,7 24.4 27.7 at 2 df

N = 67 294 361 p < 001

*denotes response favorable to conservation

One statement, which proved not be very controversial, noted that
"There should be no regulatior on the amount of irrigation water pumped from
streams”. In all of the areas except Henderson, over 80 percent of the res-
pondents disagreed with the statement. Perhaps few people were affected
economically since our samples showed a very small number of surface-water
irrigators. A few respondents did complain that some irrigators had ruined

their fishing by using too much river water. Table XXXI presents the resuits.
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TABLE XXXI

PUMPING AN UNLIMITED AMOUNT OF WATER FROM STREAMS

’ Percentages
Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4
Friend Seward Henderson Beatrice
Agree 10.0 11.5 18.1 8.3
Undecided 6.5 4.8 13.8 7.4
*Disagree 83.3 83.6 67.9 84.2
N = 228 373 231 361

i
*denotes response favorable to conservation

More controversial were Statements dealing with ground water irrigation.
One method of conserving irrigation water would be to contain excess runo ff
at the end of a field and rercle it. To test this idea, respondents were
requested to react to the statement that "Reuse of irrigation water should be
required by Taw". The addition of legal sanction to the statement undoubtedly
increased rural oppesition because of possible increased costs and regulation
of a farming method. However, in all four areas, a majority of the rural
people supported the idea. Table XXXII presents the results. Much of the
statistical significance in the table stems from the fact that the rural
people were much less undecided than the townspeople. It probably indicates
that rural people are rather knowledgeable about this problem. In the
Henderson area, farmers and others with direct interest in farming were less
favorable to the idea than other groups. There was no significant difference
‘between farmers with irrigation and farmers without irrigation except in the
Henderson area. And, although the significance test was valid, the number
of non-irrigator farmers in the Henderson area was so small as to render any
trend questionable.

Respondents were also read the statement that "Irrigators should be
able to use an unlimited amount of ground water". A majority disagreed with
the statement in all survey areas, however, the Henderson area, which has
had the greatest water table decline, had the smallest majority that disagreed
with the statement. The percentage of people who disagreed with the statement
increased as level of education increased. In the Seward and Beatrice areas,
the difference was significant as indicated in Table XXXIII. A comparison
of V scores suggests that the Friend area result would also have been signi-
"ficant with a larger sample size. In the Seward and Beatrice areas, people
over 55 vears of age had a greater tendency to agree with the statement. In
the Beatrice survey, people who were retired and people in the lowest income
category also had a greater tendency to agree with the statement. When non-
irrigators and irrigators were compared, the irrigators had a greater ten-
dency to agree with the statement in the Friend area. Table XXXIV presents
those results.
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Residence
Area 1 - Friend

*Agree
Undecided
Disagree

N =

Area 2 - Seward

*Agree
Undecided
Disagree

N =

Area 3 - Henderson

*Agree
Undecided
Disagree

Area 4 - Beatrice

*Agree
Undecided
Disagree

N =

*denotes favorable response

TABLE XXXII
REQUIRE REUSE OF IRRIGATION WATER

Percentages

Rural Town
77.2 62.3
12.1 19.1
10.6 18.5
66 162
n.8 66.6
9.7 21.1
18.4 12.2
103 270
51.9 62.9
9.6 17.3
38.4 19.6
104 127
65.6 . 64.9
/.4 \ 20.4
.26.8 \ 14.6

67

294

Total

66.6

65.0

16.8
361

During the second survey, respondents were again asked to respond to

the statement about unlimited water use and to a new item which stated that

"Irrigation wells in this coun*y should be metered by local conservation

districts”. This latter statement was designed to test willingness to enact
regulations to alleviate the declining water table.
metering to be a relatively drastic remedy.

Conservationists consider
When responses to the two state-

ments were compared, it was clear:that 18 to 25 percent of the people who

disagreed with unlimited use were unwilling to meter irrigation water.
haps they object to any governmental regulation or believe that the situation
Thus, there appears to be a gap between
perception of wasteful water use and a willingness to prevent that waste by

does not yet warrant regulation.

regulation, The responses to both statements are presented in Table XXXV.
Residents of the Henderson area were decidedly less favorable to metering

water than residents of other areas.
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plurality of rural residents actually favored metering irrigation water
when respondents were compared by residence. Table XXXVI presents the
results. Town residents were more undecided than rural residents who had a
greater tendency to disagree with the statement, and a plurality of rural
residents disagreed with the statement in the Henderson area. The Friend
area difference is almost significant, and the V scores suggest it would be
significant with a slightly larger sample.

TABLE XXXIII
USE UNLIMITED AMOUNT OF IRRIGATION WATER BY EDUCATION

Percentages
0-8 9-12 13 +
Years Years Years Total
Area ! - Friend
Agree 31.4 30.1 15.0 27.0 x% = 6,996
Undecided 12.9 11.1 7.5 10.7 at 4 df
*Disagree 55.5 58.7 77.3 62.2 p < .20
N = 54 126 53 233 v = .,245
Area 2 - Seward -
Agree 43.5 25.1 13.6 26.7 x% = 28.935
Undecided 4,9 12.5 7.2 8.9 at 4 df
*Disagree 51.4 62.2 79.0 64.2 p < .00
N = 101 167 110 378 v =.,277
Area 3 - Henderson
Agree 43.5 38.7 24,1 36.4 x% = 5,597
Undecided 6.4 6.8 10.3 7.6 at 4 df
*Disagree 50.0 54.3 65.5 55.9 p< .30
N = 62 116 58 236 v=.,154
Area 4 - Beatrice
Agree 38,2 23.3 9,2 24,0 x2 = 20.664
Undecided 11.2 8.5 13.1 10.1 at 4 df
*Disagree 50.5 68.0 77.6 65.8 p < .001
N = 89 216 76 375 v=,235

*denotes favorable response

Responses to the statements on irrigation reflect some concern about
the problem and some willingness to take action. The reaction of rural
residents to several of the statements was especially interesting. A
majority of rural residents in all four areas favored requiring the reuse
of irrigation water, and a small majority of rural residents disagreed with
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the statement that irrigators should be able to use an unlimited amount of
ground water (see Appendix III). Finally, a plurality of rural residents
agreed with the statement on metering water in all areas except Henderson
which has suffered the greatest decline. There is considerable irrigation
in the Friend and Seward areas where a plurality of rural residents agreed
with the statement.

TABLE XXXIV
USE WNLIMITED AMOUNT OF GROUNDWATER

Percentages
Farmers Irrigators Non-Irrigators Total
Friend Area
Agree 39.2 12.2 26.0 x2 = 9,752
Undecided 9.8 10.2 10.0 at 2 df
*Disagree 50.9 77.5 64.0 p .01
N = 51 49 100
*denotes favorable response
TABLE XXXV o
UNLIMITED WATER USE AND METERING WATER BY AREA
Perzentages
Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4
Friend Seward Henderson Beatrice

UNLIMITED WATER USE

Agree 22.6 18.0 36.2 19,7
Undecided 5.9 7.0 7.1 11.8
*Disagree 71.3 74.8 56,5 68.3
= . 234 382 251 395
METERING WATER
*Agree 49.1 49.7 35.6 51.5
Undecided 20.9 38.7 25,2 26.6
Disagree 29.9 21.4 39.2 21.8
N = 234 382 250 394

*denotes faverable response

A water shortage for irrigation purposes would directly damage local
farming operations and would probably have an adverse effect on the economy
of many small towns. Many farmers seem to realize the gravity of the situa-
tion and the need for methods to conserve and regulate the use of water.
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Legal compulsion arouses the most opposition among farmers, probably due to
the potential for interference and control of farming operations. Neverthe-
less, most farmers seem to realize the necessity of solving the problem.
Perhaps methods of local management and control would be most acceptable to
rural residents. While the survey results show considerable opposition to
regulation, the results also indicate that an even greater number of rural
residents seem willing to have some action taken to solve the problem.

TABLE XXXVI
METERING WATER BY RESIDENCE

Percentages

Residence Rural Town fotal
Area 1 - Friend
*Agree 47.5 50.0 49.1 x% = 6,238
Undecided 13.7 24.6 20.9 at 2 df
Disagree 38.7 25.3 29.9 p < .05

N = | 80 154 234 v = .163
Area 2 - Sewardf

| .

*Agree ] 42.5 53.0 49.7 x2 = 8.394
Undecided | 27.5 29.3 28.7 at 2 df
Disagree / 30.0 17.5 21.4 p < .02

N = Z 120 262 382 v =.150
Area 3 - Hendérson
*Agree 34.4 36.7 35.6 x2 =7.338
Undecided 18.8 31.2 25.2 at 2 df
Disagree 46,7 32.0 39.2 p < .05

N = 122 © 128 250 v = .17
Area 4 - Beatrice
*Agree 4.2 52.8 51.5 x% = 5,720
Undecided 21.9 28.0 26.6 at 2 df
Disagree 30.7 19.1 21. p < .10

N = 9 303 394 v =.120

*denotes favorable response
FLOOD CONTROL
Residents who live near the Big Blue River and its tributaries have

been menaced by flood threats on an average of every two years, and damage
has been regularly inflicted upon both farm and town property. During the
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survey people were given a series of statements concerning flood control.
One item that basically concerned the towns stated that "The city council
should prohibit people from building on flood plains". There were very few
differences hetween demographic groups on this statement, and a majority
favored the idea in all areas. Table XXXVII presents the results. There is
again the possibility that many people were not familiar with the idea since
41.2 percent of the respondents interviewed changed their mind between sur-
veys with a net change occuring only in the rural Friend area.

TABLE XXXVII
PROHIBIT PEOPLE FROM BUILDING ON FLOOD PLAINS BY AREA

Percentages
Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4
Friend Seward Henderson Beatrice
*Agree 66.0 59.7 61.8 64.0
Undecided 17.5 -20.3 19.0 15.7
- Disagree : 16.3 19.8 19.0 20.2
N = 233 378 . 236 375

Small watershed projects have been utilized to impede érosion and flood-
ing, particularly in the southern part of the basin. To test reaction to
small watershed projects people were read the statement that "Small watershed
projects are not a necessary expenditure". A majority of respondents in all
areas disagreed with the statement. There were some differences in demographic
categories. In three of the four areas, the lowest income group was signifi-
cantly less favorable to small watershed projects. It appears that people in
the lowest income bracket were less knowledgeable about such projects as evi-
denced by the higher percentage of undecided responses in three areas.

Table XXXVIII presents the results. In the Friend and Seward areas, people
over 55 years of age and people with the least education were much less
favorable to small watershed projects than other groups. Retired people

were the least favorably inclined group in the Seward and Beatrice areas,.

and farmers were among the most favorably inclined groups in those two areas.
As noted earlier, there is considerable overlap between the low income, re-
tired, and over 55 groups. In the Seward area, people with a direct interest
in farming were more favorable than people with no direct interest in farming.
The concepy of small watershed projects seems to be rather popular, especially
in rural areas, and actually gained support between surveys as will be noted
in the final section of this report.

Dutch Elm disease, flooding, and siltation have hampered the capacity
of many streams in the basin to carry runoff from heavy rains. For this
reason, people were asked to respond to the statement that "The clearing of
river channels is a waste of time and money". This statement produced some
differences between farming and non-farming interests with the latter being
more favorably inclined to clear river channels. Table IXL presents an analy-
. sis by residence. Only the Henderson area failed to show a significant dif-
ference. In the same three areas, people with direct farming interest were
less favorably inclined than people with no direct farming interest, and
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retired people and farmers were les: favorably inclined than other occupation
groups. Perhaps rural people believe that they may have to pay a dispropor-
tionate share of the cost since river channels traverse predominately-rural
land. However, a majority of rural residents. in three areas did disagree
with the statement. In the Friend and Seward areas, people over 55 years of
age and people with an eighth grade education ok less, were not as favorably
inclined to clear river channels as younger age groups and more educated
groups. People with incomes of less than $5,000 were less inclined to support
clearing of river channels than the other three income groups in the Seward
area. People who rent property were more inclined tq support channel clear-
ing than people who owned property in the Friend area\ In summary, despite
some differences within demographic groups, a majority\of those interviewed
supported the idea in all areas.

TABLE XXXVIII . \\\'
SMALL WATERSHED PROJECTS UNNECESSARY BY INCOME \\

Percentages \\

Income 0- 5,001- 10,001- ‘
(Dollars) 5,000 10,000 15,000 15,000+  Total
Area 1 - Friend
Agree 32.6 14.6 10.3 18.7 21.8  x2 = 18.79
Undecided 21.0 29.2 20.6 0.0 22.7 at 6 df
*Disagree 46.3 56.1 68.9 81.2 55.4 p < .01

N = 95 89 29 16 229
Area 2 - Seward
Agree 26.4 7.9 14.2 20.0 15.5 x2 = 35.416
Undecided 30.3 17.2 12.8 6.6 19.2 at 6 df
*Disagree 43.1 74.8 72.8 73.3 65.1 p < .001

N = 102 151 70 30 353
Area 3 - Henderson )
Agree 23.3 17.6 17.3 14.7 18.6 x2 = 10.979
Undecided 30.0 20.0 10.8 n.7 19.5 at 6 df
*Disagree 46.6 62.3 1.7 73.5 61.7 p<.l10

N = 60 85 46 34 255
Area 4 - Beatrice
Agree 28.5 11.8 12.3 13.6 17.2  x% = 29.468
Undecided 27.6 15.1 16.4 9.0 18.9 at 6 df
*Disagree 43.7 73.0 7.2 77.2 63.7 p < .001

N = 112 152 73 22 359

*denotes favorable response -




TABLE IXL
CLEARING OF RIVER CHANNELS BY RESIDENCE

Percentages
Residence Rural Town Total
Area 1 - Friend
Agree 31.8 18.5 22.3 x% = 8.795
Undecided 25.7 17.9 20.1 at 2 df
*Disagree 42.4 63.5 57.4 p < .02
N= 66 162 228
Area 2 - Seward
Agree 27.1 12.5 16.6 x2 = 13.623
Undecided 7.7 15.9 13.6 at 2 df
*Disagree 65.0 71.4 69.7 p < .0l
= 103 270 373
Area 3 - Henderson
Agree 25.9 19.6 22.5 x% = 1.603
Undecided 18.2 22.8 20.7 at 2 df
*Disagree 55.7 57.4 §6.7 p < .30
N= 104 127 231
Area 4 - Beatrice
Agree 29.8 13.6 16.6 x2 = 10.39]
Undecided 13.4 16.6 16.0 at 2 df
*Disagree 56.7 69.7 67.3 p < .01
N= 67 294 361

*Denotes favorable response

The question of large reservoirs also had a tendency to divide farming
and non-farming interests. Large reservoirs have been an accepted method
for impounding water to prevent flood damage farther downstream. However,
people engaged in farming were consistently less favorable to large reser-
voirs than other groups. Many rural people told our interviewers that such
projects ‘would waste good farm land and remove more prople from farming. .
The same people often expressed a preference for small dams. Curing the
first survey respondents were asked\to react to the statement that "Large
reservoirs should be constructed to\protect against flood damage". In
three of four areas, people with direct interest in farming were signifi-
cantly less favorable to the idea than people with no direct interest in
farming. Table XL presents the analysis by farming interest. Townspeople
were significantly more favorable to large reservoirs than rural people in
the Seward and Beatrice areas. People with mare than an eighth grade educa-
tion were much more favorable to large reservoirs than people with less edu-
cation in the Beatrice area. )
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TABLE XL
CONSTRUCTION OF LARGE RESERVOIRS BY FARMING INTEREST

Percentages
Farming Direct No
Interest Interest Interest Total
Area 1 - Friend
*Agree 61.3 72.4 67.3 x2 = 3,637
Undecided 16.0 13.3 14.5 at 2 df
Disagree 22.6 14.1 18.0 p < .20
N = 106 127 233
Area 2 - Seward
*Agree 59,2 72.6 67.7 x% = 25,495
Undecided 13.5 19.3 17.1 at 2 df
Disagree 27.1 7.9 . 15.0 p < .001
N = 140 238 378
Area 3 - Henderson
*Agree 60.5 . 79.7 68.2 x2 = 10.058 ,
Undecided 21.1 ' 12.7 17.7 at 2 df ,
Disagree 18.3 7.4 13.9 p < .01
N = 142 94 236
Area 4 - Beatrice
*Agree 65.3 80.8 76.8 x% = 12,238
Undecided 15.3 11.9 12.8 at 2 df g
Disagree 183 7.2 10.4 p < .01 -
N = 98 277 375

*denotes favorable response

When people were queried about the advisability of having a large dam
and reservoir in their area, support for the large reservoirs dropped drama-
tically. Since reservoir sites have been proposed in the Friend and Seward
areas, it was possible to make such a comparison. During the second survey,
people were again read the statement about large reservoirs. They were also
read a statement concerning the specific reservoirs proposed for the Big Blue
River Basin, Table XLI presents an ainalysis of responses by residence to
both the general and specific statements for each survey area.

It seems evident from the analysis that large flood control dams are
not a popular concept in the Big Blue River Basin. Only the Beatrice area
responded with a favorable majority, and that was a rather slim major .y of
51.7 percent. Another 31.2 percent of the Beatrice area residents were

47




TABLE XLI
LARGE RESERVOIRS BY RESIDENCE
Percentages
Residence Rural | Town Total

Area 1 - Friend (Large Reservoirs - General Statement)

*Agree 62.5 75.6 7.1 x¢ = 5,355
Undecided 15.0 12.5 13.3 at 2 df
Disagree . 22,5 11.8 15.5 p <.10

N = 80 152 232
(Large Flood Control Dam on Turkey Creek)

*Agree 35.0 25.9 29.0 x% = 6.473
Undecided 18.7 34.4 29.0 at 2 df
Disagree 46.2 39.6 41.8 p < .05

N = 80 : 154 234
Area 2 - Seward (Large Reservoirs - General Statement)

*Agree 53,7 69.9 64.9 xZ = 24,354
Undecided 10.0 15.9 14.1 at 2 df
Disagree 36.1 14.0 20.9 p < .001

N = 119 263 382
(Large. Flood Control Dam on Lincoln Creek West of Seward)

*Agree ' 20.1 /.4 30.7 x2 = 12,380
Undecided + 43.6 42.3 42.7 at 2 df
Disagree 136.1 22.1 26.5 p < .01

N = 119 262 381
(Large Flood Control Dam Near Beaver Crossing)

*Agree 16.8 34.3 28.8 x2 = 33.119
Undecided 32.7 43.8 40.4 at 2 df
Disagree 50.4 21.7 30.7 p. < .00}

N = 119 262 381
Area 3 - Henderson (Large Reservoirs - General Statement)

*Agree 71.4 74.4 72.9 x2 = 3,219
Undecided 10.9 15.2 13.1 at 2 df
Disagree 17.6 10.4 13.9 p < .30

N-= 119 125 244




TABLE XLI (Continued)

Residence Rural Town Total

Area 3 - Henderson (Large Flood Control Dams on the Upper Big Blue River)

*Agree 37.7 45.7 41.8 x2 = 5,865
Undecided 35.2 39.5 37.4 at 2 df
Disagree 27.0 14.7 20.7 p <.10

N= 122 ¢ 129 251
Area 4 - Beatrice (Large Reservoirs - General Statement)

*Agree 64.8 76.8 74.1 x% = 23,017
Undecided 8.7 15.1 13.7 at 2 df
Disagree 26.3 7.9 12.1 p < .001

N= 9] 303 394
(Large Flood Control Dams on the Upper Big Blue River)
2
*Agree 45.0 53.7 51.7 X" = 11.228
. Undecided 26.3 32.6 31.2 at 2 df
Disagree 28.5 13.5 . 17.0 p < .01

N= 9 303 -394
*denotes favorable response. “

undecided, and this is the downstream area that would stand to benefit from
Rood protection which the dams would offer. In the survey areas near the
proposed reservoir sites, opposition increased. Both rural residents and
townspeople were opposed to the Turkey Creek dam in the Friend area. Rural
and town residents were somewhat divided in the Seward area with over 40
percent of the town residents undecided on two of the three statements.
There was some organized opposition to the Beaver Crossing Dam which might
be reflected in the greater rural opposition to that proposal. There was
also a great drop in support from the general to the specific statement in
the Henderson area, although more people favored the idea than opposed it.
The Henderson area is well upstream from the proposed sites.

Flood control did not seem to be a major concern of most respondents.
There was support for flood plain control and channel clearing, however, that
support seemed to lack commitment. 38 to 41 percent of the re-interviewed
resporidents changed their position on these statements which probably reflects
some lack of familiarity with the proposals. Large reservoirs were distinctly
unpopular as specific proposals, and there was a dramatic decline in support
for the specific large dams in both rural and town areas. Evidently much
more progress would he possible through the use of small watershed projects.
These are very popular in the rural areas which should guarantee that opposi-
tion to further development would be minimal. Many farmers commented that
such projects conserved their soil and usually did not take much land out of
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production. Government financial aid for these projects has probably en-
hanced their popularity.

This concludes the discussion of public attitudes toward specific
issues. The following section contains an analysis of attitude change.

o
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ATTITUDE CHANGE

Social science literature is replete with studies of attitude change.
Many of these studies were conducted under conditions that allowed for res-
triction of extraneous influences and use of control groups. This study in-
volved field work under conditions that did not allow for control of extraneous
influences. Comment on literature in part three will be restricted to those
studies most related to this investigation.

Attempts to measure attitude change must contend with the possibility
that the initial test or survey situation sensitizes test subjects and conse-
quently hinders efforts to measure change. Research on this subject has reaped
a myriad of conflicting results. For example, Nosanchiuk and Marchak using
a semanti¢ differential found that subjects were sensitized by the questions
rather than preliminary exposure to information. They concluded that as a
result of the theory of cognitive dissonance squects strived for consistency
in answers between the first and second tests.' A study by Lazarsfeld used
four groups of 600 respondents which were divided between a panel group which
was interviewed six times and three control groups which were interviewed
only twice. He found that differences between the panel and control groups
wgre‘negligib;e except for a greater tendency among panel members to answer
"don't know".

Previous studies indicate that a variety of factors engender attitude
change or apparent attitude change. Some respondents apparently have changed
their answer from a "no opinion" response to an alternative response because
of the humiliating experience of the first interview. There has also been a
tendency for people whohave no views to answer interview statements randomly.
A study of news cormentator effect found that mass communication strikingly
increased audience knowledge of the content area covered. Opinion did change
in the direction of the commenta&or's statements although not as rapidly as
the growth of knowledge content.” One study concluded that educational efforts
had a moderating effect on broad policy questions by moving opinions from ex-
tremes toward the center of a continuium. The educational methods consisted
of meetings and workshops conducted for pecple attending a labor convegtion.
The change was in the intensity of the view, not in basic orientation.

3

1 7.A. Nosanchuk and M.P. Marchak, "Pretest Sensitization and Attitude
Change." Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. XXXIII, No. 1, Spring 1969, pp. 107-111.

2 Lazarsfeld, Paul F., "Repeated Interviews as a Tool for Studying Changes
;n Opinion and their Causes", Amerijcan Statistical Association Bulletin, 1941,
:3-7.

3 Leo P. Crespi, "Interview Effect in Polling", Public Opinion Quarterly,
Vol. 12 (Spring, 1948), pp. 100, 108.

4 Howard E. Freeman, H. Ashley Weeks, and Walter J. Wertheimer, "News
Commentator Effect: A Study in Knowledge and Opinion Change", Public Opinion
Quarterly, Vol. 19, (Summer 1955), p. 215, "

2 William T. Bell, "An Example of Changing Views of a Control Group"
Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 19 (Spring 1955) p. 95. .
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Another study utilizing a chi-square test found that anticipated debate de-
termined the preferenze of the initially uncommitted, but strengthened and
polarized the initialiy committed regardless of the quality of the two pre-
sentations.” The experiment was conducted with college psychology students
as subjects and actual debate was not utilized. A study by Tannebaum reach-
ed a similar conclusion that susceptibility ;o change was inversely propor-
tional to intensity of the initial attitude.’ Another study concluded that
new opinion and new behavior must be accompanied by supportive engironmental
change if the new opinion is to achieve stability and permanence.

Several studies have been concerned with attitude change on water re-
sources issues. One study using a panel measured attitude change in a contro-
versy over a proposal for a large dam on the Wakarusa River in Kansas. Sur-
veys were taken about one year apart, and during the interval between surveys
the Wakarusa Watershed Association was formed and waged a vigorous campaign
against the large dam and in favor of watershed treatment through better
1and management and a series of smaller dams. The second survey found a
net gain of 8 percent in support of watershed treatment from 45 percent to
53 percent, a 6 percent decline in support for the large dam, from 23 per-
cent to 1/ parcent, and a92 percent decline in those who were undecided from
32 percent to 30 percent.” Although maximum net change was only 8 percent,

a tetal of 33 percent changed from one category to the other, Baur attributed
the change to public meetings and interpersonal communication between residents
of the area who discussed the issue. He also found that the appeal to group
values prevailed over the apparent self-interest of downstreaT residents who
exhibited the greatest change in opposition to the large dam. 0 A study in
Mississippi compared attitudes preceding and subsequent to watershed develop-
ment projects over a time span of six years. Experience with watershed de-
velopment increased favorable evaluations of the project from 39.4 percent

to 54.1 percent of those landowners who were aware of the project. On spe-
cific items there were nine positive changes, four ??gative changes, and

nine items for which there was little or no change.

The third objective of this research was to test and compare methods
of communicating knowledge about water conservation problems. To accomplish
this purpose, four test areas were chosen within the basin, and a different
method of communication or variation thereof was utilized in each test area.

% pavid 0. Sears, Jonathan L. Freedman, and Edward F. O'Conner, Jr.,
"Effects of Anticipated Debate and Commitment on the Polarization of Audience
opinion", Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 28 (Winter 1964) p. 627,

7 Percy H. Tannenbaun, "Initial Attitude Toward Source and Concept as
Factors in Attitude Change Through Communication", Public Opinion Quarterly,
Vol. 20 (Summer 1956), p. 414,

8 Leun Festinger, “"Behavioral Support for Opinion Change'", Public
Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 28, (Fall 1964) p. 416.

9 Baur, p. 214
10 1bid., pp. 214, 221, 224-225,

n John H. Peterson, Jr., and Peggy J. Ross, pp. 13-20,
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The Friend vicinity (Area 1) was saturated on a residence basis with a popu-
larized and abridged version of the Big Blue River Basin Report prepared by 12
members of the Agricultural Extension Service of the University of Nebraska.
Canvassers attempted to contact every residence in the area, briefly explained
the report, and asked residents to read it. When residents were not at home,

a written explanation was left at the door with the report. This method brought
very specific information agout the water resources problems of the basin to
virtually every residence in the test area.

.In the Seward region (Area 2), a series of four public meetings was
jointly sponsored by the Seward County Cooperative Extension Service, the
Seward County Soil and Water Conservation District, the Seward County Ground-
water Conservation District, Vision 17, and Doane College. The meetings were
held on different nights in a separate part of the county and focused primar-
ily on the issues of flood control, groundwater irrigation, and water impor-
tation. The panel discussion format was utilized with panels composed of
resource experts from state and county governmental agencies. Considerable
opportunity was provided for questions and discussion from the floor. This
method of communication allowed for response to questions by informed re-
source specialists and leaders. Possible disadvantages of the method in-
cluded exposure to a small number of people, and attraction of only those
people who were already interestec in the problem and committed to a parti-
cular viewpoint. Approximately 200 people attended the four meetings.

A series of 10 special feature news stories was published in the news-
papers in the Henderson and Beatrice regions (Areas.3 and 4). The articles
considered many of the issues raised in the Big Blue River Basin Report Sum-
mary but were not as detailed in theig information and were more varied in
the viewpoints which were presented. The Henderson News is a weekly paper
covering a rural farming community, and it was hypothesized that coverage in
such a paper would be very effective since the Henderson News is the chief
source of news reporting for a rather cohesive community. The articles ap-
peared consecutively in 10 weekly instaliments. The Beatrice Sun is a much
larger daily newspaper covering a wider area, and all 10 articles appeared
over a period of about two weeks. It was hypothesized that the articles
nrobably would be less visible in the Beatrice Sun since it is a larger
paper. Assuming that the articles would be read, this media offered the
possibility of reaching a rather large audience with relative ease.

In the Friend area, the educational program followed the initial sur-
vey by about three weeks. Over twc months elapsed between the educational
program and the final survey. The educational programs followed the initial
survey by three months in the other three test areas. The final surveys
commenced about one month after the educational programs in these three areas
were completed.

12 Dean D. Axthelm, Harold H. Gilman, Richard A. Wiese, David R. Miller,
Howard L. Wiegers, and Jay P. Holman, The Q%Q_Blue River Basin (Report Sum-
mary), Lincoln, Nebr., University of Nebraska AgricuTtural Extension Service.

13 see Appendix V for the text of the articles.




The second” surveys utilized the same sample sizes as the first surveys
in all four areas. However, in each area 50 percent of the potential respon-
dents were drawn from people previously interviewed, and the other 50 percent
were new potential respondents. This plan was used to provide a panel to
analyze gross change and actual attitude movement among individuals. Select-
ing a completely new set of potential respondents would have allowed only the
measurement of net change. Division of potential second survey respondents
also facilitated an investigation of possible sensitizing effects from the
first interview through a comparison of the responses of old and new respon-
dents to the statements which appeared in both surveys. Out of 160 possible
comparisons, there were only four cases (2% percent) where there was a sta-
tistica11¥4significant difference between the responses of old and new res-

" pondents, Consequently, it was concluded that the sensitization effect
was minimal, )

NET ATTITUDE CHANGE

An assessment of the effects of the educational programs was accomplish-
ed by the measurement of net attitude change. Samples from the four survey
areas were divided into rural and town segments since these two variables ‘!
often disclosed the greatest attitude differences. Had the two variables
been combined for this measurement, a slight variation in the size of each
subgroup from the first to second survey might have influenced the net change
totals and resulted in spurious conclusions. Likewise, for this measurement,
the strongly agree - agree and strongly disagree - disagree categories were

combined to reduce the possibility of change induced by different interviewers.

Thus, net change from the first to the second survey was measured separately
for rural and town respondents in each survey area on only three basic at-
titude positions - agree, undecided, and disagree. The chi-square test of
significance was applied to the net change totals with the 5 percent level
used as the criteria for significant change. These results for each state-
ment in each area are presented in Appendix VI. The number of positive and
negative significant net changes for the rural and town groups in each sur-
vey area were then totaled and are presented in Table XLII.

TABLE ALII
QUANTITY AND DIRECTION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGE

‘ Rural-Town

Friend Seward Henderson Beatrice Totals
Rural 1+ 3- 3+ 3- 1+ 1- 2+ 1- 7+ 8-
Town b+ 0- 3+ 0- 0+ 0- 1+ O- 10+ 0-
+ - T .
Totals 7+ 3- 6+ 3- 1+ 1- 3+ 1- 17+ 8-
Combined
Totals 10 9 2 4 25

14 To reduce the probability of sensitization, respondents were not
informed that there might be a second interview.




While Table XLII indicates basic trends, exclusive use of the chi-
square test introduces certain difficulties for a close analysis of the
comparative effectiveness of the media tested. The statistical significance ‘
of chi-square is directly related to sample size. When the proportions in

table cells remain the same and the sample size is doubled, the value of chi-

square also doubles. This bias in favor of larger samples affects our com-

parative analysis of media impact because subsampnle sizes vary from 150 in

rural Friend to 598 in urban Beatrice. Consequently, the possibility of find-

ing statistical significance in urban Beatrice is four times greater than

finding it in rural Friend. This bias can be gorrected 